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ACCIDENT. 


1. Ace Limitr—KNOWLEDGE oF AGENT. 


The insured under an accident policy purchased the policy of an agent 
just as he was about to go on the train on which he was killed. The 
policy provided that it did not insure persons older than sixty-five 
years. The seller had received the ticket from the regular agent of 
tthe company to sell. 

Held, That the seller being authorized to sell the policies, must be deemed 
the agent of the company for that purpose, whose knowledge was 
that of the company. 

Held, That it was a question for the jury whether the insured knew of 
the policy stipulation limiting the age, and that the seller exceeded 
his authority, and of not whether the latter knew that the insured 
was Over sixty-five. 

—Crawford’s Adm’r vs. Travelers Ins. Co. of Hartford, 365. 


2. ARBITRATION—DROWNING. 


A provision in an accident policy that the liability in case of dispute 
shall be determined by arbitration, tends to oust the jurisdiction of 
the courts, and is invalid. 

The policy provided against bodily injury leaving external marks, against 
bodily injuries such as dislocations * * * and drowning, and again 
limited the liability in case of drowning where the facts were not 
shown by eye witnesses or the body recovered, and in case of in- 
juries leaving no external mark. 

Held, That the provisions regarding injuries without external marks did 
not apply to drowning. 

Such a policy payable to the estate in trust to be paid the heirs is not 
subject to the expenses and debts of the administration of the estate. 

When the insured was seen rowing in an easily overturned canoe five 
minutes before drowning, the circumstances were established by eye 
witnesses within the meaning of the policy. 

—Lewis vs. Brotherhood Accident Co., 258. 


3. Bioop Porsoninea. 


A defendant waives a motion for a directed verdict by introducing evi- 
dence, or when a direct ruling on such evidence is not insisted on. A 
motion for a new trial is discretionary with the court. 

An accident policy insured against blood poisoning sustained by surgeons 
through septic matter introduced into the system through wounds 
in professional operations. 

Held, That septic matter introduced into the eye of a dentist from the 
mouth of a patient while coughing, which did not bruise or penetrate 
the membrane was not within the policy. 

A charge that a wound included any lesion resulting from external vio- 
lence, whether attended by a rupture of the membrane or not, was 
error. 

--Fidelity § Casualty Co. of N. Y. vs. Thompson, 945 


VoL. XXXVI.—67. 
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4. Cause or INsury. 


Where the insured, an elderly man, fell and broke a bone in his ankle, 
and shortly afterward died, the injury having healed, and, according. 
to the medical testimony, while the injury would probably have 
been trifling if his arteries had been good, he was suffering from a 
diseased condition of the arteries and died directly from congestion 
of the lung contributed to by a degeneration of the brain, death was 
not the result of the accident, independent of all other causes within 
the meaning of the policy. 


The admission of a hypothetical question to an expert need not be based 
on proven facts in cross-examination, but per contra in direct exami- 
nation. 

—Thomas vs. Fidelity §: Casualty Co of N. Y., 830. 


5. CHANGE oF OccuPATION—NOTICE OF DEATH. 


A condition in the constitution of an accident insurance company pro- 
vided for a limitation of liability “if any member of the association 
shall, after becoming such, change his occupation to one classed by 
the executive board as more hazardous than that stated in his origi- 
nal application”. The insured, who was a travelling salesman, lost 
his position, and for a term of nearly two years lived upon his 
father’s ranch, while trying to obtain another position, but was paid 
no salary or other compensation. At the time of his death he was 
endeavoring to obtain another situation as a commercial traveller. 
Held, That he did not change his occupation to that of “stock farmer, 
owner or superintendent, supervising only”, which was the occupa- 
tion classed by the executive board as more hazardous than that of 
commercial traveller. 


A condition in an accident insurance policy providing for a forfeiture of 
the benefits unless proofs of the death of the assured are furnished 
within thirtv days will be upheld; but, where the testimony shows 
notice of the death, given within the required time, and due diligence, 
prompt action and good faith on the part of the beneficiary in making. 
formal proof of death, as soon as the requirements are made known to 
him, a forfeiture for the failure of a literal and technical compliance 
with the condition should not be declared. 

—Simmons vs. Western Travelers’ Accident Ass’n, 865. 


6. DeratH at Hanps or BureGuar. 


A beneficiary in an accident policy sought to recover the full amount of 
insurance for loss of life by accident after the insured had been shot 
by a burglar and had died. Under a title “Special Indemnities” the 
policy provided that it did not exclude indemnity for loss by acci- 
dent produced by shooting and other enumerated causes. Some of 
these causes were sports involving conscious participation on the 
part of the assured. Others excluded such participation. The policy. 
also provided under this title that, in case of loss covered by this 
title, the company should pay one-half of the ordinary accident indem- 
nity for such loss. It is held that the policy, construed as a whole, 
as favorably to the insured as reasonably may be without distorting 
the intended meaning of words, and with due reference to the rule 
“noscitur a sociis”, entitled the beneficiary to recover only one-half,. 
and not the whole amount, of ordinary accident imdemnity. 

—Bader vs, New Amsterdam Casualty Co., 1020. 


7. Degata From Sepriczmra. 


The insured under an accident policy died of septicemia after an operation: 
for appendicitis. The insurance was against death and injuries due to 
external, violent and accidental means, imdependent of all other 
causes. It provided that it did ‘not cover death or injuries resulting 
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from any kind of poisoning, except as hereinafter stated; but subject 
to its conditions covers death or disability resulting from septicemia, 
freezing, sunstroke, drowning, hydrophobia, choking in swallowing”, 
etc. 


Held, That the provision was merely declaratory as to the grounds of 
liability subject to the general limitations to accidental causes, and 
not intended to enlarge the general scope of liability beyond such 
causes. 


Held, That the policy was not liable. 
—Herdic vs. Maryland Casualty Co., 83. 


8. In Case or DeatH From APPENDICITIS. 


Where the insured, under an accident policy, died of appendicitis, and 
the testimony of physicians was conflicting as to whether it was 
caused by accident or disease, the question is for the jury. 


The policy insured against death by accident, when from bodily injuries 
which, independently of all other causes, are effected solely and ex- 
clusively by external and accidental means. 

Held, That if the insured had entirely recovered from previous attacks 
oi appendicitis, so that there was only a susceptibility to an exciting. 
cause, and such cause was an accident within the policy, the policy 
was liable, but if the disease still actually existed and was rendered) 
active by the accident, there could be no recovery. 

The attorney’s fees allowed in this case.were within the discretion of the 
jury. 

—New Amsterdam Casualty Co. vs. Shields, 1046. 


9. INTENTIONAL InJURIES—EFFECT OF ParT PAYMENT. 


Part payment of an admitted debt is no consideration for an agreement 
not to enforce the balance, and a receipt in full under such circum- 
stances will not sustain a defense of accord and satisfaction. 

An accident policy provided that only a limited portion should be paid 
in case of intentional injuries at the hands of another, except in case: 
of assaults for the sole purpose of robbery. 

Held, That where the insured was riding with others and the driver was 
solicited by one of two persons walking for a ride, which was refused, 
and the other thereupon took from the wagon a pair of boots be- 
longing to insured and started away with them, and insured, upon de- 
manding their return was assaulted by him and died as a result, the 
question of assault for the sole purpose of robbery was for the jury. 

— Weidner vs. Standard Life § Ace. Ins. Co., 242. 


10. QuEsTION oF OccUPATION. 


The occupation was given in an accident policy as “Superintendent of 
Inspection”. There was no such specific office in the railroad com- 
pany where he was employed, nor in the manual of the insurance 
company, but according to the evidence he inspected ties and super- 
intended such inspection by others while the agent testified that the 
insured stated he did not personally make inspections. 


Held, That the question of occupation was for the jury. 
— Wilder vs. Continental Casualty Co., 426. 


11. Sepricamia. 


The policy insured against bodily injuries through external, violent and’ 
accidental means, and excepted death from disability resulting frony 
animal, mineral, vegetable, gaseous or any other kind of poison, but 
subject to its conditions covered death from septicemia, 
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Held, That death from septicemia was limited to accidental injuries, and 
did not cover such death resulting from a surgical operation. 


—AHerdic vs. Maryland Casualty Co., 277. 


12. Srarurory Exciusion or SvuIcipe. 


The exclusion of suicide as a defense, unless contemplated when the ap- 
plication was made for insurance, was a legitimate exercise of its 
statutory powers by the state of Missouri. 


An accident policy issued after the passage of such act cannot limit the 
liability of the company to only a portion of the original amount in 
case of suicide not contemplated at the time of making application. 
Such policy is an evasion of the statute. 


—Amanda S. Whitfield, etc., vs. Aitna Life Ins. Co., 554. 


13. UNNECESSARY ExPosuRE. 


An accident policy provided for the payment of a reduced amount in 
case of unnecessary exposure, 

Held, That where no such exposure was pleaded, the court was not bound 
to instruct the jury to find for such reduced amount in case of such 
exposure. 

—Starr vs. Aitna Life Ins. Co., 408. 


14. Voxuntary Exposure. 


The term “voluntary exposure to danger” means a realization that an 
accident will in all probability result, and an injury follow from the 
action taken. 

Where an insured under an accident policy was playing at baseball and, 
running upon his base, put his hand and foot upon an adjacent wall 
to stop himself, as he and others had repeatedly done before, break- 
ing his ankle, the jury were authorized to find that it was not a vol- 
untary exposure to danger. 


—Hunt vs. U. S. Acc. Ase’n, 156. 


15. Voiuntary Exposure. 


‘The attempt of an aged man with an umbrella under his arm to board a 
train running six or eight miles an hour is a voluntary exposure to 
unnecessary danger within the meaning of an accident policy. 


—Rebman vs. General Accident Ins. Co., 653. 


16. Vouiuntary Exposure. 


‘The burden is on the company under an accident policy to show volun- 
tary exposure to danger. 


A passenger climbed the ladder on a freight car while moving, to secure 
baggage he had left in the caboose temporarily, while going a short 
way off, and was thrown to the ground by the jerk and injured. 

Held, That this was a voluntary exposure to unnecessary danger where 
it did not appear that the jerk was due to the negligence of the rail- 
road, and the case was not affected by a similar practice on the part 
of other commercial travelers. 

—Garcelon vs. Commercial Travelers’ Eastern Accident Ass'n, 747. 


17. Watver oF Limitation. 


The compariy denied the liability for an invalid claim, but suggested a 
doubt as to the first month of invalidity. The insured replied, ex- 
pressing an unwillingness to accept only one month’s claim; that it 
might be better to refuse entirely if a fair offer could not be made. 
To this it was replied that in view of failure to comply with the policy 
he was entitled to only one month’s indemnity, and that the company 
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would hold the matter in abeyance a few days, awaiting further com- 
munication, but that the month’s indemnity proposed was only a 
compromise, and not a waiver of the terms of the contract. No fur- 
ther communication was held, and the limitation of time for begin- 
ning suit expired one month thereafter, while suit was not brought 
until nearly two weeks after such expiration. 
Held, That the limitation had not been waived. 
—Harris vs. Phenix Accident & Sick Benefit Ass’n, 998. 


See Foreign Company. 
ACCOUNT. See Inon Sare 1. 


ADDITION. 


CONSTRUCTION AS TO VALUATION. 


Insurance is a matter of contract. An insurance policy is a contract oi 
indeninity for loss, and the intention of the parties, if it can be 
ascertained, must determine the sense in which the terms employed 
are used. This intention of the parties must be sought for in ac- 
cordance with the true meaning and spirit in which the agreement 
was made and expressed in the written instrument, and the ordinary 
and legal meaning of the words employed must be taken into con- 
sideration. 

In the absence of proof that it was the intention of the parties to in- 
clude houses disconnected with a “two-story frame building and its 
additions adjoining and communicating”, a contract thus describing 
the insured property will not be construed to include a servant’s 
house 150 feet distant from the two-story frame building, although 
occupied exclusively by domestic servants employed in the dwelling 
house of the assured, and although connected therewith by a sys- 
tem of call bells. 

In some cases the valuation of the property and the premium collected 
thereon may be submitted to the jury, in ascertaining the intention 
of the parties, in addition to the intention to be drawn from the 
words used to describe the property insured in the policy. 

—North British § Mercantile Ins. Co. vs. Tye, 1006. 


See Risx 1, 2. 


ADJUSTER. See Contrrsution; Proors or Loss 3. 
ADJUSTMENT. See ContrrsvTion. 


AGE. See AccipEent 1; BenEvouent Socrery 3. 


AGENCY. 


Or Wire AcTING ror HvusBAND—FRAUDULENT PRoor oF Loss. 


If a husband absents himself from home, keeping his whereabouts un- 
known and leaving his property wholly under the care of his wife she 
is his agent by implication of law (ex necessitate) to do those things 
which customarily are delegated to wives having such charge of prop- 
erty. Beyond that the wife cannot bind the husband as his general 
agent regardless of whether her act to that end be judicious or not 
from a business standpoint. 

The authority of a wife as agent for her husband by implication of law 
does not, under any circumstances, extend to selling and conveying 
his real estate. 
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The rule that, if a wife contracts, assuming to act for her husband, so 
that the benefit comes to his hands and he does not disavow within 
a reasonable time, he is bound as having authorized the contract, 
does not apply to acts of the wife where the benefit comes to her. 
In such circumstances, as to general contracts, ratification by some 
affirmative act with knowledge of the facts recognizing the wife as 
having had authority to make the agreement is necessary to bind the 
husband. 


If a wife is left in charge of insured property and a loss occurs and the 
husband from the circumstances of his situation cannot be reached so 
as to enable him to make the proofs of loss, the wife may do so by 
implied appointment. 

An agent, ex necessitate, to make proofs of loss under an insurance policy 
has no apparent authority beyond that necessary to effect the object 
of the implied appointment. If in making the proofs she commits a 
fraud it does not become that of the husband unless he becomes a 
party to the deceit by ratifying her act with knowledge of the facts. 


The terms of an insurance policy providing that false swearing of the 
assured in making the proofs of loss shall avoid the policy does not 
apply to an agent ex necessitate to make such proofs, unless the 
principal, with knowledge of the facts, ratifies the agent’s act. 

In case of the commission of a fraud by an agent as above suggested and 
the husband seeks to enforce the policy in good faith according to 
the proofs, he does not become a party to the deceit by the mere 
fact that he has knowledge of the claim of the insurer. So long as 
he proceeds reasonably, in good faith, to enforce his claim he is 
not a participant in the fraud of the agent by ratification. 

—-Evans vs. Crawford County Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 207. 


AGENT. 


1. Actinc ror His Own INTERESTS. 


agent of a fire insurance company who is an incorporator of a mer- 
cantile company cannot, acting as such agent, issue a valid policy to 
the mercantile company, though acting in good faith, where the in- 
surer is ignorant of his relations to such company, on the principle 
that he cannot act as agent in transacting business for his own benefit. 
—Arispe Mercantile Co. vs. Capital Ins. Co., 513. 


2. CANCELLATION AND REPLACEMENT BY. 


On the first day of April, 1904, through the agency of L., the C. Insurance 
Company issued a one year fire insurance policy on a stock of goods, 
etc., belonging to the S. & T. Company, on which property there 
was concurrent insurance. L. was also agent at the same time and 
place of the A. Insurance Company. 
the 29th day of April, 1904, his authority to represent the C. Company 
was revoked, but no notice of this fact was given to the insured prior 
to the fire. 


the 21st day of May, 1904, and while ‘3 was the duly authorized agent 
of the A. Company, he went to the insured and represented that he 
had been informed by the C. Company that it was carrying more in- 
surance in that block than it desired, and that if the insured would 
surrender the policy in that company, he would at once deliver in 
its stead a policy for the same amount and on the same terms in the 
A. Company, and produced the policy already prepared and duly 
executed by the proper officers. Thereupon, at his request, the in- 
sured, believing L. still to be the agent of the C. Company, deliv- 
ered to him for cancellation the policy in that company and accepted 
in lieu thereof the policy issued by the A. Company. 
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After L. had so delivered the latter policy and received the other, he left 
the building, and shortly after his departure a fire started in the stock 
of goods so insured by which they were greatly damaged and partly 
destroyed, after which L. handed back the policy in the C. Company, 
but the insured retained the policy issued by the A. Company, and 
brought suit to recover its pro rata share of the loss. 

Held, That’ the insured had a right to rely upon a continuance of the 
authority of L. to represent the C. Company, and the delivery of 
said policy to him for cancellation binds that company. 


Held, That L. being at the same time the duly authorized agent of the A. 
Company for the soliciting of insurance therein, and having delivered 
to the insured its duly executed policy as a substitute for the former 
policy in the C. Company, the A. Company is liable. 


— ina Ins, Co. vs. Stambaugh-Thompson Co., 901. 
3. Contract WiTH SUBAGENT. 


‘The company had filed with the State Superintendent a certificate of its 
appointment of a general agent with power to appoint local, special 
and state agents. The general agent had, in a letter, authorized 
plaintiff to act as a solicitor at a certain compensation, which was 
accepted. 


Held, That the contract by the company with the solicitor was complete, 
though the correspondence was not filed. 


Where the plaintiff alleged complete performance of the contract, which 
was met by a general denial, evidence of nonperformance of certain 
conditions was properly excluded. 

Where the making of the contract was denied, but by stipulation it was 
reserved that while certain items were eliminated but no liability was 
admitted while it was admitted that no commissions had been paid, 
and it was shown that the contract was valid, evidence that the plain- 
tiff had not included his claim in an affidavit of bankruptcy, but had 
asserted that there were no debts due him, was not admissible. 

Where the plaintiff had not been informed of limitations on the authority 
of the general agent to appoint without the consent of the company, 
the contract was enforcible. 

— Penn Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Ornauer, 991. 


4, Ltasrirry ror Farture To Insure. 


The plaintiff had previously procured insurance through the defendant, 
and, believing him to be an agent for the company, contracted with 
him to procure insurance “forthwith” on a building in course of erec- 
tion. The building burned two days later, being uninsured. 

Held, That one agreeing to procure insurance for another in consid- 
eration of an agreement to pay the premium, is bound thereby, 
whether an authorized agent or not, but before becoming liable for 
failure to procure it “forthwith”, is entitled to a reasonable time 
within which to procure it. The cuestion as to what was such rea- 
sonable time was for the jury. 

—Rainer et ux. vs. Schulte, 1052. 


5. Parot Evipence as TO FILLING APPLICATION—FRAUDULENT RELEASE. 


Where the applicant was illiterate his parol evidence was admissible 
that when the application was written by the agent he informed the 
latter of the existence of a mortgage, in case of a warranty against 
incumbrance in the policy. 

Evidence of the insured that W. was the agent and wrote the application, 
and of another that the application was prepared by W., when he 
was present, and that he was the agent, sufficiently established the 
agency of the latter. 
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The company could not waive responsibility for false statements in the 
application by its agent by stipulations in the application or policy. 
Where insured is paid for a fraudulent release the company is entitled to 

credit against its liability for the amount paid. 
—Capital Fire Ins. Co. vs. Montgomery, 403. 


6. Prrsonat Liapiiity ror Loss. 


When an agent in the possession of goods has contracted to become ab- 
solutely and unconditionally liable to his principal, to the extent of 
this value, for their loss or damage by fire, and procures insurance 
upon them in his own name, such insurance is for his own exclusive 
benefit and advantage, and does not affect or add to his obligation 
to his principal upon his contract. 

In a case like the foregoing, money due from an insurance company on 
account of a loss under its policy is not a trust fund for the benefit of 
the principal, but is an indebtedness to the agent, and is subject to 
his disposition and liable for his debts, like other money and prop- 
erty belonging to his estate. 


— David Bradley § Co. vs. Brown et al., 876. 


7. Remepy in Case or DIsMIssAL. 


A company has power to revoke an agency although in violation of the 
contract, and injunction will lie to prevent an agent from continuing 
to act in such case. His remedy lies in an action for damages for 
breach of contract. 


—Star Fire Ins. Co. vs. Chas. E. Ring, 449. 


8. REPRESENTATION OF—APPLICATION. 


The application provided that no representation of the subagent should 
be binding unless reduced to writing and submitted to the officers, 
and the policy and application provided that the agent could not 
make or alter contracts and that the dividend accruing was con- 
tingent only. The subagent submitted a written representation of 
the anticipated results of a semi-tontine policy while soliciting it. 

Held, That the representation was merely a prospectus, and not a part 
- = contract which bound the company to pay the estimated divi- 

ends. 


—Langdon vs. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co., 570. 


9. Rieut to Commissions. 


The agent’s contract stipulated that he should receive commissions on 
original premiums and a certain per cent on second-year premiums 
collected while he continued as agent. 

Held, That he was not entitled to second-year percentages where his re- 
lations were terminated by mutual agreement at the end of the first 
year. 


—Butler vs. New York Life Ins. Co., 369. 


10. Ricut to Commissions AFTER TERMINATION OF AGENCY. 


An agent is not estopped to show that the correct balance due him for 
commissions was not shown in a statement from the company which 
he received, by retaining the balance sent him by the company, where 
he notified the company that it was incorrect, and that he should not 
accept it as final. 

A company is not relieved from paying the agent commissions belonging 
to him under the contract by their payment to the broker whose 
name had been indorsed as such by the agent on the application, 
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where such premium had been paid after the termination of the 
agency. ‘ 
— Watson vs. Travelers Ins. Co., 79. 


See AccripEnT 1; AssESsSMENT 4; BrokER; CANCELLATION 1, 3; Contract 4; MEASURE 
oF DamacEs 2; MortGacE; OTHER InsuRANCE 3, 4; PREMIUM 3, 6, 9; PREMIUM 
Note 1, 3; Removat 3; TiTLE 6; WIFE. 


ALIENATION. 
RieHtT oF VENDOR. 


In a transfer of realty by operation of law the transition occurs when the 
last act requisite thereto takes place regardless of the date of the 
agreement, if there be one, to which all acts in that regard are refer- 
able. 

In case of a transfer of realty pursuant to a prior agreement the rights of 
the parties as to strangers in the absence of any agreement to the 
contrary between such parties are referable to the actual transition 
of the property. 

In case of an agreement to transfer land on which there is a building, the 
owner being insured against loss thereof by fire and a destruction of 
such building after such agreement and subsequently a consumma- 
tion of such agreement as to what remains, in the absence of any 
contract to the contrary, as regards the insurer, the right to recover 
for the loss is in the executory vendor. ‘ 

The doctrine of relation operates to carry a transfer of realty back to the 
agreement to which it is referable so far as necessary to protect the 
equitable rights of the vendee but strangers to the transaction cannot 
claim any benefit thereof. 

—Evans vs. Crawford County Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 207. 


APPENDICITIS. See Acciwenr 8. 


APPLICATION. 


1. ANSWERS AS TO HEALTH. 


The policy provided that the answers in the application were the basis of 
the contract, and if untrue avoided it. 

Held, That answers were warranties, and if untrue avoided the policy, 
whether believed by the applicant to be true or not. 

Where the insured consulted a physician with a view to being examined 
concerning a disease, and no advice was given or charge made, a 
statement that he had not consulted a physician was not shown to be 
untrue. 

The burden is on the company to show the falsity of answers. 

A letter from the insured showing that he had gone to Colorado to reside 
did not show that he had gone there because he had consumption. 

A warranty of insured that he had sound health and never had consump- 
tion is not affected by a mere temporary ailment which does not 
weaken the constitution. 

—Scofield’s Adm’r vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 97. 


2. ANSWERS IN AS TO HEALTH. 


The policy, which contained the entire contract, provided that it should 
be void if the insured had been attended by a physician for any serious 
sickness, or within two years had any pulmonary disease. 


Held, That an instruction to find for plaintiff if insured had not been so 
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attended within two years was reversible error which was not cured 
by a subsequent conflicting instruction to find for defendant if he had 
been so attended for a serious disease or had a pulmonary disease. 

Held, That an instruction that if the insured acted in good faith in his 
answers in the application, and wrong answers were not material, the 
finding should be for the plaintiff, was improper. 


Where the policy provided that its terms could not be changed except in 
writing by an officer, the jury should have been informed that any 
waiver must be in writing. 


—Sullivan vs. Métropolitan Life Ins. Co., 314. 


3. CoNSTRUCTION AS TO WARRANTY. 


The application warranted the statements therein and those made to the 
medical examiner “to be full, complete and true, and without sup- 
pression of any fact or circumstance which would tend to influence 
the company in issuing a policy under this application, and shall be 
the basis of, and as a consideration of the contract”. 

Held, That the intent of the language was that the questions should be 
answered in good faith, truthfully and fully, and that no material 
statement should be intentionally suppressed, and the effect was to 
make the stipulations amount to representations only, and not war- 
Tanties. 


Held, That the unintentional omission of some fact requisite to a full 
answer, because it escaped his attention or was not deemed material, 
» would not avoid the policy. 
—Annie Reppond vs. National Life Ins. Co. of America, 535. 


4. CONTROLLED By Po.icy. 


In case of conflict between the provisions of a life insurance policy and 
the statements contained in the application for insurance the pro- 
visions of the policy will control. 


—Harr vs. Highland Nobles, 587. 


5. IGNorant MISREPRESENTATION—F AILURE TO Notiry oF DISEASE. 


Where the insured did not know that he was in the incipient stages of 
nephritis and was not told by his physician that he had asthma, but 
supposed that he was only suffering from a cold, a statement in his 
application that he was iree from constitutional, functional or or- 
ganic disease and had not been treated by a physician except for a 
cold, is not a misrepresentation that will avoid the policy. 

The policy insured against loss of time due to illness from specified dis- 
eases and required the insured to give notice within ten days after 
contracting any of such diseases, under penalty of forfeiture of in- 
demnity. 

Heid, That failure to give such notice forfeited insured’s right to the in- 
demnity. 

Where the policy contained the symptoms of each disease, the require- 
ment that the insured should give timely notice of its existence was a 
reasonable one. 


—Blackman vs. United States Casualty Co. et al., 795. 


6. Matrertat MISREPRESENTATION IN. 


The provision in the statutes of Arkansas making substantial compliance 
with the conditions aud warranties of policies concerning personal 
property sufficient, does not apply to insurances on real property 
where the rule is unchanged that a warranty must be strictly true. 


Where the insured warranted in the application that if he misrepresented 
any material fact the policy should be void, a statement therein that 
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the cost of the building was $2,000, while, according to his own 
testimony, it was only $1,700, was a material misrepresentation which 
avoided the policy, though the insurance was only for $1,200. 


—Capital Fire Ins. Co. vs. King, 655. 


7. MISREPRESENTATION AS TO INTOXICANTS AND REJECTIONS. 


The insured in the application stated that he drank two whiskies a week. 
There was conflicting evidence as to whether he drank to excess or 
only moderately. 

Held, That the question of misrepresentation in the application was for 
the jury. Unless the representations are substantially untrue they 
will not defeat recovery. 

Held, That where the insured represented that he had never been re- 
jected, the burden is on the company to show that he knew of such 
rejection before applying for the policy. In the absence of such evi- 
dence it will be presumed that he was ignorant of the rejection. 

Where he had been rejected about two weeks before, a finding that he 
had not misrepresented in the application will be sustained in the ab- 
sence of evidence that he knew of the fact. 


—Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. Ford, 644. 


8. MISSTATEMENTS AS TO INTOXICANTS. 


Where correct answers were incorrectly written in the application by the 
medical examiner, the company is estopped from claiming misrep- 
resentation. 

A statement by the applicant in answer to a question as to the use of 
liquors, giving the average quantity used each day, and answered, 
only in sickness, was not a material misrepresentation where only an 
occasional drink was taken. 


— Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n vs. Cotter et al., 384. 


9. Nor a Contract. 


A mere application for insurance without complying with the require- 
ments of a benevolent society, where the application is disapproved 
by the medical examiner after the death of the applicant, does not 
constitute a completed contract. 


—Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen vs. Hand, 952. 


10, STaTEMENTS As TO INTOxICANTS—CONSPIRACY—EVIDENCE. 


The defense a'leged a fraudulent conspiracy on the part of the insured to 
obtain policies on his life from several companies by representing 
himself as of sound life and correct habits, whereas he was a victim of 
intoxicat'ng liquors. 

Held, That where proofs of death were admitted in evidence generally, the 
limitation of their use as to other purposes than that for which they 
are offered may be in the discretion of the court. 


The description of the insured’s physical appearance is admissible to rebut 
evidence that he appeared to be in unsound health. 


The policy may contain conditions not in the application, but outside of 
an independent agreement they usually together form the contract. 
Where the application is made part of the contract it includes all state- 

ments made therein except the medical examiner’s report. 

Where a copy of the application attached to the policy did not contain a 
statement that was excluded, and no copy of the declaration containing 
such statement was attached, it was properly excluded from the evi- 
dence. 


Held, That until evidence had been furnished to show a conspiracy, such 
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statement could not be admitted as part of the general evidence of 
fraud. 


Held, That the burden of proof was on the company to show unsound 
health. . 


— Paquette vs. Prudential Ins. Co. of America—Langdeau vs. Same, 110. 


11. Svicrpe. . 


A fraternal society in Massachusetts is not subject to the statute requir- 
ing the application to be attached to the policy. 

A certificate issued on the statements in the application and medical 
report, both on file with the society, made the statements in the ap- 
plication, so far as material, a part of the contract. 


Where the application agreed that death by suicide, sane or insane, should 
not be covered, and that the contract should be governed by the 
by-laws which similarly provided, there could be no recovery from 
suicide resulting from melancholia. 


—Attorney-General vs. Colonial Life Ass'n, 476. 


12. Unrrvur ANSWERS AS TO HEALTH. 


Where, in an application for life insurance, the assured expressly war- 
rants the truth of the answers made to the medical examiner, and it 
is further stipulated that the policy shall be avoided if any answer be 
untrue, the contract is the law of the case, and the policy will be 
declared forfeited, where it is alleged and proved that the assured an- 
swered untruly that she had never had a “chronic or persistent 
cough”. Act No. 52, p. 86, of 1906, is noted as making radical changes 
in the laws governing life insurance policies made or delivered in this 
state. 


—Bertrand vs. Franklin Life Ins. Co. of Ill., 957. 


13. Watver oF Fase ANSWER. 


Where a note was given for the first premium, and suit was brought 
thereon, evidence on the part of the giver that a false answer in the 
application avoided the policy is inadmissible as a defense where the 
company with knowledge of the false answer insisted on its validity. 


—Doyle vs. Hill, 167. 


14. Warkanty as TO HEALTH. 


In an application for life insurance, the statements contained in which 
are by the policy made warranties, a declaration that the applicant 
had never had a certain obscure disease, concerning which the in- 
surer should know that the applicant could not have certain knowl- 
edge, savirig as he might be told by a physician or other expert, is 
properly to be construed as a warranty only of the bona fide belief 
and opinion of the applicant. 

In such an application for life insurance, representations concerning mat- 
ters of fact that are presumably within the knowledge of the appli- 
cant are to be treated as warranties, a breach of which will render the 
policy void. 

Such warranties, like all conditions that are to work a forfeiture of a 
contract otherwise valid, are to be strictly construed in order to 
prevent a forfeiture. 

—Owen vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 760. 


15. WuHen Property ATTACHED —CHANGE OF BENEFICIARY—MISREPRESENTATION 
AS TO INTOXICANTS. 


Under the statutes of Massachusetts a misrepresentation regarding the 
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use of intoxicating liquors, if fraudulently made, or miaterial to the 
risk, avoids the policy. 

The insured signed a paper called the proposal, and another attached, 
called the application, in which latter the material parts of the first 
were essentially incorporated, except the name of the beneficiary. 

Held, That the attachment of the application so termed to the policy was 
a sufficient compliance with the statute requiririg such attachment as 
a condition to the admission of evidence of false representations. 


Where the policy provided that the beneficiary might be changed, the 
interest vested in the beneficiary named after the death of the in- 
sured. 


The company may set up fraud as a defense against the claim of an 
assignee of such beneficiary. 


Evidence in this case was admissible to show that insured had been long 
addicted to liquor and had plead guilty to intoxication before the 
issue of the policy, was admissible. 

An intentional misrepresentation that the applicant had never been re- 
jected forfeited the policy. It was for the jury to say whether he 
knowingly so misrepresented, and a charge that, unless he had con- 
structive notice of such rejection, a defense of false representations 
could not be sustained, was correct. : 


—Langdeau vs. John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. Co., 432. 


See AcEnt 5, 8; Contract 4; Fipeuity; Iron Sare 3; Trrie 5; Vacant 1. 


ARBITRATION. 


1. As Aa ConpDiITION PRECEDENT To Suit. 


When a policy of fire insurance contains stipulations that, in the event of 
a disagreement between the insurer and the insured as to the amount 
of loss or damage, the same shall be ascertained by appraisers in the 
manner provided in the policy, and that the amount of loss or dam- 
age having been “thus determined”, the loss shall not become payable 
until sixty days after the notice, ascertainment and satjsfactory proof 
of the loss required in the policy have been received by the in- 
surer, “including an award by appraisers when appraisal has been re- 
quired”, and when the said policy contains the further condition that 
“no suit or action on this policy, for the recovery of any claim, shall 
be sustainable in any court of law or equity until after full compliance 
by the insured with all the foregoing requirements”, such provisions 
constitute a condition precedent which imposes an obligation on the 
insured in the event of disagreement as to amount of loss, to procure 
an award or ascertainment of the loss by appraiser# or to show a 
legal excuse therefor, before he can maintain a suit on the policy to 
recover the loss, except as such condition is modified as to a total loss 
by section 3643, Rev. St., 1906, and in a suit to recover on such a loss, 
in the absence of an award of appraisers and of a demand for such 
appraisal by either the insured or the insurer, no cause of action is 
shown. 

In such a policy the words “including an award by appraisers when ap- 
praisal is required” do not impose any obligation on the insurer to 
demand an appraisal. but, in the event of a disagreement between the 
insurer and the insured as to the amount of the loss, an appraisal is 
required by the terms of the contract, and in a suit on the policy 
the burden lies upon the insured to show that he has, on his part, per- 
formed, or offered to perform, the condition as to the appraisal. 

—Graham et al. vs. German American Ins. Co.—German Ins. Co. vs. Kist- 

ner—Royal Ins. Co. vs. Silberman, 198. 
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2. Awarp In Case or PROHIBITION AGAINST REBUILDING. 


The policy covered the loss on two buildings and the rentals on them, and 
on a third building, from the date of the fire. The award was made 
two months after date of fire. The authorities refused to allow the 
buildings to be replaced. The award was for a specific sum for loss 
on the buildings, and for three months’ rental for the three, specify- 
ing no time from which it should be computed nor any amount. No. 
sum for rentals had been agreed on in the policies. 


Held, That the two items in the award are not severable, and the award 
was fatally defective for uncertainty as to the amount. 


—Palatine Ins. Co , Ltd., vs. O’ Brien, 616. 


3. CONSTITUTIONALITY OF. 


A policy provision regarding arbitration is not unconstitutional and in- 
valid as depriving the insured of recourse to law and the right of 
trial by jury. 

—Stephens vs. Springfield F. § M. Ins. Co., 371. 


4, Erect or DEFAULT By ONE OF THE PARTIEs, 


When, in the event of a disagreement as to the amount of a loss, a fire 
hsurance company and the insured have entered into an agreement 
to determine the amount of the loss by appraisers, and appraisers 
are chosen thereunder who also select an umpire, all of whom enter 
upon the work of appraisement, if such appraisement is brought to a 
close before completion, or the final award is made invalid by the de- 
fault of one of the parties to such agreement, the other party is not 
bound to enter into a new appraisement; there being no stipulation: 
therefor in the policy. 

When in such case one of the appraisers withdraws from the appraise- 
ment, without the fault of either party, and refuses to proceed with 
the appraisement, such conduct on his part does not revoke the ap- 
praisement; and it is the right and duty of the party who appointed 
such appraiser to choose another in his place, and, where in such 
case the insurer refuses to choose another appraiser or to proceed 
further with the appraisement and demands and insists upon a new 
appraisement instead, such conduct of the insurer amounts to a 
waiver of the condition in the policy. 


—Fire Ass'n of Philadelphia vs. Appel, 769. 


5. Wuen DErFEcTIvE. 


Where the arbitrators simply went to the burned warehouse and counted: 
the bags containing insured corn and made their estimate of loss 
without allowing insured to be present with his books or other evi- 
dence, which should have been permitted, and it appeared from the 
evidence th&t they had failed to take account of a large part of the 
corn that had escaped through the burned floors, the award will be- 
set aside as insufficient. 


—Harth Bros.’ Grain Co. vs. Insurance Companies, 608. 


See AccrpEent 2; MgasurE oF DamacGEs 3; StanparD Pottcy 2, 


ASSESSMENT. 


1. Breacu or Contract. 


The insured claimed that an assessment was excessive and not in accord! 
with the proper construction of the contract, and tendered a smaller 
sum, and stood for ten months on the tender so made before bring- 
ing suit to recover for breach of contract. 
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Held, That he had elected to treat the contract as in force and could not 
afterward disaffirm it. 


—Blakely vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Co., 884. 


2. LEGALITY oF. 


The policy provijed that death losses should be paid from assessmenis 
to be made at rates fixed by the Board of Directors. 

Held, That the rates were not invalidated because the Executive Com- 
mittee took part with the Board in fixing them, nor does the fact 
that they were much higher than those which were represented by 
the company and its agents as would be necessary, or those shown 
in a printed table on the policy, but not made part of the contract, 
where it did not appear that they were unnecessarily high or dis- 
criminative. 

An allegation of breach of contract by making illegal, unwarranted and 
excessive assessments does not state a cause of action where the 
application is made part of the policy and the latter provides it is to 
be governed by the laws of New York and construed according to 
the constitution, by-laws and regulations of the society. 

—Barrows vs. Mutual Reserve Life Ins. Co., 737. 


3. Notice 1n CasE OF CANCELLATION, 


In an action to recover an assessment due the petition must aver the 
amount of the assessment, its purpose, and by whom made. 


A statute requiring notice to members thirty days after an assessment 
has been made does not require notice to one tendering his policy 
for cancellation, where the amount applies only to continuing mem- 
bers. 


— Acton vs. Farmers’ Home Ins. Co., 360. 


4. REMITTANCE TO AGENT OF BENEVOLENT SocIETY. 


When it is the custom of a collecting agent or officer of a fraternal 
beneficiary association to receive by mail remittances from its mem- 
bers at a certain postoffice, and the official stationery of such agent 
designated that postoffice as his address, a remittance of an assess- 
ment, addressed to such agent, reaching the designated postoffice on 
the day it became due, is a payment of the assessment, where there 
is no provision in the contract of insurance to the contrary, although 
the money was not delivered until later to the agent, who, unknown 
to the insured or his beneficiary, had changed his place of receiving 
mail from the designated postoffice to a rural delivery route. 


—Vancura vs. Zapadni Cesko Bratrska Zednota, 793. 


5. SuFFIctENcy OF ALLEGATIONS. 


In this, an action to recover upon an assessment of a policyholder of a 
mutual insurance company, it is held that the allegations of the com- 
plaint, which are stated in the opinion herein, are sufficient to con- 
stitute a cause of action. 


—Swing vs. Red River Lumber Co., 982. 


6. Va.riprry or By-Law. 


A by-law which provides “that assessments shall be made by order of the 
directors, and shall be prorated according to the time the insurance 
has been in force’, is not authority for making assessments at stated 
intervals. 

An assessment levied by such company must be against the entire mem- 
bership, and, if levied against a part only, is invalid. 
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The authority of the board of directors to adopt a by-law authorizing 
themselves to levy assessments questioned. 
— Wolcott vs. State Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co., 954. 


See Mutua Company 3; OTHER INSURANCE 3. 
ASSESSMENTS. See BEnevo.ent Soctery 6,:7, 8. 
ASSIGNEE, See Susroaation 3. 


ASSIGNMENT. 


1. ItuLEGAL CONSIDERATION. 


A policy payable to the executors, administrators and assigns of insured 
was assigned ‘for a valuable consideration”. 

Held, That the administrator was entitled to impeach the assignment by 
evidence that the consideration was an agreement by the assignee to 
continue illicit relations with insured. 

—Harrison's Adm’r vs. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co., 625. 


2. Or Poticy as COLLATERAL. 


Assignment or hypothecation of a policy of fire insurance of the face 
value of $2,000 to a creditor as collateral security for an extension 
of time on a debt of $300 does not constitute or amount to an as- 
signment of the policy, in violation of the stipulation contained 
— to the effect that the policy shall be void if “assigned before 
oss”, 

—Allen et al. vs. Phenix Assur. Co., 289. 


3. Want or INSURABLE INTEREST. 


The statutes of Georgia provide that a life insurance is a contract by 
which the insurer stipulates to pay a certain sum in case of the death 
of another, and that the life may be that of the party insured or of 
another in whose continuance he has an interest, and that the in- 
sured may direct payment to be made to his representatives, his 
widow, children or assignee, and when such direction is assented to 
by the insurer, no other person can defeat the same. 

Held, That the statutes were simply declaratory of the common law, and 
their construction by a state court was not binding on a Federal 
court sitting within the state. 

Held, That under the principles of general commercial law governing the 
Federal courts, where the assignment is without insurable interest, 
and bears the ear-marks of a mere wager transaction, the proceeds 
of a policy so assigned will be held to belong to the executors, sub- 
ject to the deduction of expenditures incurred by the assignee. 

—Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. vs. Lane et al., 451. 


4. WuHeEN or NaTurRE OF REINSURANCE. 


The insured applied for an endowment policy under a plan by which he 
was to receive at once the face amount of the policy, for which he 
was to pay annually the ordinary premium, with simple interest dur- 
ing the endowment period, or until previous death, and was to give 
security for such payments. In case of failure to pay the premiums 
the policy lapsed and the amount received was to be returned to 
the company, less a surrender value. The application was at first 
refused on advice of the medical examiner, because a substandard 
risk, but was afterward consented to on condition that he secure in 
another company a policy on his life and assign it to the company 
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which was done in a form absolute, and a life estate was also as- 
signed to it as security. Payments were kept up by the insured until 
his death. 

Held, That the policy in the other company was not assigned as security 
for the payments, but was of the nature of a reinsurance of the risk 
because of its substandard character, and the proceeds of such policy 
belonged to the insurer, not to the representatives of the insured. 

—New York Finance Co. vs. United Security Life Ins. § Trust Co., 666. 


See InsurABLE INTEREST; WiFe’s Pottcy 1. 


BANKRUPTCY. 


Riaut oF REDEMPTION IN CASE OF. 


The Bankrupt Act of 1898 permits a bankrupt to redeem a policy on his 
life from the claims of creditors by paying or securing to the trus- 
tees the cash surrender value. 


Held, That the statute applies to all policies which, either by their terms 
or by the practice or concession of the company, have such surren- 
der value. 


Held, That the investment feature of tontine policies does not exclude 
them. 

Heid, That the statute applies to policies which had not lapsed when the 
petition was filed or the bankruptcy declared, although the practice 
of the company may be not to accept a surrender until a lapse has 
occurred. 

—Albert C. Hiscock, trustee, vs. Jacob M. Mertens, 517. 


BENEFICIARY. 


1. Evrrect oF Prion DEATH oF IN CasE OF BENEVOLENT SOCIETY. 


In ordinary life insurance, where no power of divestiture or to change 
the beneficiary is reserved in the policy, the issuance of the policy 
confers a vested right upon the person so named as beneficiary, and 
the insured cannot transfer such interest to any other person with- 
out the consent of such beneficiary. 


‘Where a man insured his life under a regular life policy, and designated, 
as the beneficiary to whom the amount of insurance should be paid 
at his death, his wife, her executors, administrators or assigns, and 
she died before the death of the insured, without having made any 
assignment, her interest in the policy was an asset of her estate, and 
the persons who would be entitled, under the intestate laws, to 
share in the personal estate of such beneficiary at the time of her 
death would be entitled also to share in the proceeds of the policy 
upon the death of the insured. 

The fact that the policy was not payable until after the death of the in- 
sured would not prevent him from being interested in the assets left 
by the deceased. 


Where, after the death of the insured, the administrator of his wife, the 
beneficiary, collected the amount due under two such policies, there 
having been no children or descendants of children, and the hus- 
band having been the sole heir of the wife, and having survived her, 
his administrators were entitled to recover from her administrator 
such proceeds, to be distributed as his estate, instead of being dis- 
tributed among the mother, brothers and sisters of the beneficiary. 

No question is raised as to whether there were any debts of the bene- 
ficiary, or whether, upon the collection of the proceeds of the poli- 
cies by the administrator of the beneficiary, such indebtedness should 

VoL. XXXVI.—68. 
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be paid therefrom before payment of the same to the administrators 
of the husband. 

There is a difference between a certificate of membership in a mutual 
benefit association and an ordinary life insurance policy in reference 
to the matters dealt with in the preceding notes; and decisions made 
in cases arising upo1 mutual benefit certificates, or by-laws of benefit 
societies, are distinguishable from those arising in regard to ordinary 
life insurance policies. 


—Perry et al. vs. Tweedy, 836. 


2. Errect or Rigor to CHANGE. 


When, from the motion and order of appeal, it is clear that it is the liti- 
gant, through his counsel, who complains of the judgment, and who 
prays for, and is allowed, the appeal, such appeal will not be dismissed 
because of some slight confusion in the pronouns used. 

Where, by agreement between the insurer and the assured, a beneficiary 
is named in a policy of life insurance, subject, however, to the ex- 
pressed condition that the assured may, thereafter, at any time, upon 
notice to the insurer, change such beneficiary, the original beneficiary 
has no standing to interpose between the contracting parties, and 
prevent the assured from exercising the right thus secured to him by 
his contract. 


When the original beneficiary, named in a policy of life insurance which 
authorizes the assured to change the beneficiary at any time, is the 
wife of the assured, and the assured, thereafter, changes the bene- 
ficiary and assigns the policy to the person whom he substitutes for 
the wife, the question of the validity of the change and assignment so 
made is one that, in no manner, concerns a minor child, issue of the 
marriage between the assured and his said wife. 

—Alba vs. Provident Savings Life Assur. Soc’y, 541. 


3. Fase STATEMENT AS TO. 


Where the policy made statement in the schedule that the beneficiary 
was his wife, its falsity bars recovery. 

A motion for a new trial on the ground of newly discovered evidence 
having been denied by the trial court, the denial is not a subject of 
review. 


—Gaines vs. Fidelity § Casualty Co. of N. Y., 757. 


See Apprication 15; Pouicy 1, 2. 


BENEVOLENT SOCIETY. 


1. By-Law as To INToxicantTs. 


A benevolent society cannot adopt a by-law suspending from member- 
ship those engaged in selling intoxicating liquors, where nothing in 
the certificate restricted the occupation, though it had reserved a 
general power to amend its by-laws, since such amendment would 
destroy vested rights. 


—Ayers vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. State of New York, 891. 


2. Compunsory INsuRANCE DEPARTMENT BY. 


Members of a benevolent society are bound to exhaust the remedies pro- 
vided by its by-laws for correcting errors, where ample, before re- 
sorting to outside tribunals. 

A benevolent society has a right to create a compulsory insurance de- 
partment to which members must contribute, where the by-laws pro- 
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vided that new laws might be adopted by a two-thirds vote, and-a 
law creating such department was passed accordingly. 


— Ward etal. vs. David § Jonathan Lodye No.1976, G. U.0.0.F. in America, 828. 


3. Errect oF MISSTATEMENT OF AGE. 


Where the certificate of a benevolent society is based on an application, 
and by its terms is avoided in case of untruth in the latter, statements 
are warranties which, if false, work forfeiture, except when otherwise 
controlled by statute. 

A statute empowering the insurer to collect the difference in the premium 
in case of misstatement as to age applies to all cases where the in- 
surance was authorized. , 

Where the insured gave his age as forty-four when it was forty-seven, 
and the by-laws limited the insuring age to forty-five, in the absence 
of evidence of a constitutional prohibition of the insurance, the 
amount to which the beneficiary would be entitled would be deter- 
mined by the difference in age. 


— Krause vs. Modern Woodmen of America, 323. 
4. Evimpence oF SUICIDE. 


Where the insured in a benevolent society was entitled to participate im 
the mortuary fund to the amount of a full assessment on all the 
members, not to exceed $2,000, an allegation that such an amount 
was always on hand in the mortuary fund, and at the time of the 
death an amount largely in excess, entitled the suit to be prosecuted 


as an action at law for the amount due and not in equity to compel 
an assessment. 


The burden is on the society to establish suicide; the presumption as 
between that and accidental death is in favor of the latter. 


—VFan Norman vs. Modern Brotherhood of America, 640. 
5. MISREPRESENTATION AS TO INTOXICANTS. 


The complaint in a suit against benevolent society showed that, accord- 
ing to the stipulations made by its agent the deceased was entitled 
to a certificate for the benefit of his wife. According to the allega- 
tions of the society the applicant had fraudulently misrepresented! 
his use of intcxicants and had thus secured a favorable action on his. 
application, but had never been initiated, nor paid his advance as- 
sessnient. No evidence was offered to prove the allegations, and they 
were denied by plaintiff. 

Held, That under such iacts a judgment against the society will not be 
set aside. A contract for life insurance, as well as for fire insurance, 
may be made by parol. 


— Knights of Maccabees of the World vs. Gordon, 628. 
6. Notice or Duss By MAILina. 


The by-law of a benevolent society provided that notice of dues and as- 
sessments mailed to the members at their address as it appeared 
on the books should be legal notice, and a certificate by the treasurer 
or bookkeeper of such mailing should be conclusive. 

Held, That the duty was on the society to show a proper mailing of the 
notice, which was a condition precedent to enforcement of a penalty 
for non-payment. 

Held, That a by-law making the certificate of such mailing conclusive 
tends to oust the jurisdiction of the courts, and is a dangerous inno- 
vation on a common right, and the question of such mailing is open 
to inquiry through proper evidence by the court. 

Where the notice was not received it is reasonable to presume that it was 
not mailed, and the burden was on the company to show the contrary. 
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Held, That a certificate of the mailing by the treasurer, showing that it 
was based on the affidavit of a clerk, was based on hearsay, and there- 
for was not conclusive. 

Held, That a finding that the notice was not properly mailed, and was not 
received, where there was evidence tending to support it, will not be 
disturbed. 


—Duffy, Jr., vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Co., 25. 


7. Payment or Past-Dvur AssEssMENTS BY SUBORDINATE COUNCIL. 


The contract between a benevolent society and its member who stipulates 
to be bound by its by-laws is to be determined by the by-laws as they 
existed upon his entry and their subsequent amendments. 


The by-laws of such a society required monthly assessments on subordi- 
nate councils on the number of their members as reported, and that 
each member of such councils should pay his assessment to the 
council within thirty days from the first of each month, under penalty 
of suspension, and that no subordinate council could waive default 
by a member, 


Held, That a payment by the treasurer of a council immediately after the 
first of the month was not a payment by the member. 

Held, That a practice by the secretary of receiving payments from mem- 
bers after the thirty days, without stating the fact to the parent society, 
did not relieve a defaulting member from suspension. 

Held, That the officers of the society were acting as special agents whose 
limitations of authority were known to the members, and their cus- 
tom of receiving past-due payments could not waive the by-laws nor 
change the laws of the society. 

—Coughlin et al. vs. Knights of Columbus, 44. 


8. REINSTATEMENT—WAIVER OF DUEs. 


A by-law of a benevolent society provided that failure to pay an assess- 
ment for thirty days after it was due should terminate membership, 
and a new membership fee should be required to renew the insur- 
ance. 


Held, That in the absence of provisions to the contrary, consent of the 
society was necessary for reinstatement, and it was not reasonable 
that one in failing health could compel reinstatement by proffering 
unpaid dues three months after they were due. 

Held, That previous occasional acceptances of over due payments could 
not be construed as a course of dealing which waived the terms of 
the contract. 

—Hay vs. People’s Mut. Benev. Ass’n of N. C. et al., 164. 


9. Wuat Constitutes MEMBER OF FaMILy. 


Where the charter of a benevolent society authorized the member to 
designate a member of his immediate family as his beneficiary, or, in 
default of such family, one of his blood relatives, he may designate 
a daughter living with him as one of his household, although she is 
of legal age. She does not necessarily cease to be such member of 
his family because, prior to his death, she had left his home and was 
earning her own living, though a widow and minor children were 
left dependent. 


—Dalton vs. Knights of Columbus, 896. 


See AssEssMENT 4; Benericrary 1. 


BLOOD POISONING. See Accrpenr 3, 7, 11. 
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BOOKS OF ACCOUNT. See Iron Sare 3; KErpine or Books, 


BROKER. 


1. Lyaaprirry ror NEGLIGENCE, 


Where the policies were procured through brokers by whose oversight 
they contained warranties not according to the facts, and when re- 
ceived they were not examined by the brokers, and the latter de- 
fended on the ground that the facts were not made clear in the poli- 
cies, and that the fire took place before any correction could be made, 
a finding against the brokers on the ground of negligence will not be 
disturbed. 


— Walker, Stratman § Co. vs. Black, 565. 


2. Rescission oF Contract WITH. 


A broker contracted with insured to furnish such insurance as might be 
needed, and not less than $50,000 annually, upon the latter’s factory at 
the price or premium of $4 per $100 of insurance for a period of ten 
years. Two of the policies having been canceled by the companies, 
others were substituted by the broker, and a bill was sent to insured 
for the premiums on the same. Payment was refused on the ground 
that the price of the insurance for the year had been paid. As a re- 
sult of the dispute, the contract was repudiated by insured, and the 
broker sued for the stipulated damages. 

Held, That the mere demand for additional compensation than he was 
entitled to by the broker did not justify the repudiation so long as 
the insurance was furnished. 

Held, That an action brought before the expiration of the year, where 
mutual and continuous obligations were involved, was not premature. 

Where the insured plead that the rescission was for fraud, it was not en- 
titled to assert that the action was premature. 

Where the broker paid less for the insurance than he represented he 
would be obliged to pay, and the defendant had for several months 
known the fact, and took no action, it cannot thereafter repudiate on 
the ground of fraud. 

—Tanenbaum vs. Federal Match Co., 660. 


BURGLAR. See Accrpent 6. 


BURGLARY. 


1. Ruicut to INsuRE AGainst—PrReEemium Nore. 


The code of Iowa authorized domestic companies to insure against fire 
or ‘any other casualty”. An amendment of the statute expressly au- 
thorized insurance against burglary, and by a previous statutory pro- 
vision the company had been authorized to begin business when au- 
thorized through the Auditor. Prior to the amendment of the statute 
the Auditor had authorized the company to do burglary insurance, 
and its right to do so had not been challenged for ten years. 

Held, That its right would not be held unauthorized. As between it and 
the public its powers would, in case of doubt, be resolved in favor 
of the public. 

Held, That where burglary insurance was included in its charter and the 
permission secured from the authorities, such insurance could not 
be set up as unauthorized by the insured as a defense against pay- 
ment of a premium note. 

—Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. vs. First Nat. Bank of Council Bluffs, 10. 
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2. What 1s Nor. 


A bank was insured under a burglary policy against damage to its vault 
or to the premises or fixtures, caused by an attempt to enter the 
vault. Some party entered the building during the night through a 
window and started a fire on the floor some four feet from the vault 
door, but there was no evidence of an attempt to enter the vault. 

Held, That the policy was not liable. 


—Mt. Eden Bank vs. Ocean Accident § Guarantee Co., 88. 


BURGLARY INSURANCE. 
MEasurE OF DAMAGES. 


A burglary policy agreed to indemnify a bank to a certain amount against 
loss from money stolen and damages to its safe, reserving the right 
to repair any property damage. The moneyed loss exceeded the 
amount of insurance and the safe was damaged. 

Held, That where the insurance was not for specific amounts, the insured 
wes entitled to make its entire claim for the money stolen and re- 
lease any claim on account of the safe. The company had no right 
to tender a new safe as partial payment of its liability, whether it 
might thus have been subrogated to a claim on the manufacturer on 
his guaranty or not. 


— Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. vs. State Bank of Goffs, 420. 


CANCELLATION, 


1. AGREEMENT OF AGENT AS TO OTHER INSURANCE. 


If an agent, upon notification by his company to cancel the policy, imme- 
diately informed the insured of directions to cancel, but agreed to 
continue it until other insurance was procured. the company was 
liable until such insurance was procured, unless the agent of insured 
was informed that immediate cancellation had been ordered, but if so 
informed, or if there was no agreement to continue it, the company 
was not liable. 


—Citizens’ Ins. Co. of Missouri vs. Henderson Elevator Co., 142. 


2. In Case oF REINSURANCE. 


The finding in this case that the policy was canceled by mutual agreement 
was the finding of an ultimate fact within the meaning of the Revised 
Statutes of Illinois, 1905, c. 110, § 88. 

An agreement for reinsurance between two life companies stipulated that 
renewal receipts should be forwarded to the reinsured by the reinsur- 
ing company prior to the first of the month, when the premiums 
were payable, and that such premiums should be payable twenty days 
after written demand, which demand was not to be made before the 
first day of the month following that on which they were payable. 
A renewal receipt was forwarded in August for an annual premium 

. payable September oth. On September 17th it was returned with the 
word lapse written across its face, which was accepted by the rein- 
surer as a cancellation, and nothing more was done by it. The in- 
sured died October 2d, and the compgny reinsured tendered the pre- 
mium to the reinsurer. 

Held, That it could not be claimed that there was no consideration for 
an agreement to cancel, and that such an agreement existed. 

Held, That the policy could not be revived by the reinsured as against the 
reinsurer. 

—National Life Ins. Co. vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 577. 





1907. ] Digest Index. 1079 


8. Ricur to OrHEeR INsuRANCE—AUTHORITY OF AGENT. 


The policy provided that it might be cancelled on five days’ notice, and 
the insurer directed the agent who had issued it to cancel. 


Held, That notification by the agent to the insured of the company’s order, 
and promise by the insured to get the policy for that purpose was 
notice of its cancellation within five days thereafter, but if coupled with 
a promise by the agent to let it stand until he could get other insur- 
ance (if the insured did not know that the order was to cancel imme- 
diately), he was entitled to a reasonable extension of the insurance 
until it could be replaced, in the absence of any knowledge of limita- 
tion on the authority of the agent to extend it. 


— Citizens’ Ins. Co. of Missouri vs. Henderson Elevator Co., 138. 


4. SURRENDER AND RETURN OF PREMIUM. 


The statute required that the policy should contain an equitable provi- 
sion for cancellation at the request of the insured, and for the return 
of premium in such case in excess of short rates. The policy pro- 
vided for such cancellation and, if canceled, that the excess premium 
should be returned on the surrender of the policy. 


Held, That the return of premium: was not a condition precedent to can- 
cellation by the insured, and the policy terminated on its surrender 
though the premium was not returned until after the loss. 


—Parsons § Arbaugh et al. vs. Northwestern Nat. Ins. Co., 397. 


5. WHat 1s ErrectivE—L&TTER as EvIDENCE. 


When a policy of insurance provides that “the assured may require 
the cancellation of the policy at any time’, but does not prescribe 
the manner in which notice of cancellation must be given, before 
the cancellation becomes efiective it must appear that notice of the 
cancellation was received by the company. 

Evidence that a letter was written to a given person does not authorize 
the presumption that he received it, unless the evidence also shows 
that such letter was properly addressed, duly stamped, and deposited 
in the mail. 


—Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. vs. People’s Bank of Talbotton, 474. 


See AGENT 2; AssEssMENT 3; PREMIUM Norte 3; Vacant 2. 


CARRIER. 


L1aBILITy FOR FrrE From Locomotive. 


A carrier is not liable for the burning by its locomotive of cotton de- 
posited on its premises under an agreement that it was without its 
consent, and at the sole risk of the shipper, where a statute made 
the company liable for such fires, unless the property was unlawfully 
placed on its premises without its consent. 


—German-American Ins. Co. vs. Southern Ry, Co., 961. 


CASUALTY. 
WuHen Liaspiuity Occurs. 


A condition in a casualty: insurance policy provided: “No action shall 
lie against the company as respects any loss under this policy unless 
it shall be brought by the assured himself to reimburse him for loss 
actually sustained and paid by him in satisfaction of a judgment 
within sixty days from date of such judgment and after trial of the 
issue.” Held, The policy constituted a contract of indemnity, and 
payment and satisfaction of the judgment may be made by the as- 
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sured by the execution and delivery of promissory notes, if executed 
in good faith and so accepted by the judgment creditor, and there- 
upon a cause of action accrues in favor of the assured ‘and against 
the company. 

There is no evidence in this case to warrant the conclusion that the pay- 
ment and satisfaction of the judgment was not executed in good 
faith, 

—Kennedy vs. Fidelity § Casualty Co. of N. Y., 224. 


COINSURANCE. 


1. E:enty Per Cent CiavsE WHEN ILLEGAL IN STANDARD PoLicy. 


A statute forbade a company to limit its liability by reason of the insured 
failing to insure any certain proportion of the cash value. A subse- 
quent statute adopted a standard form of policy providing that the 
liability should be limited to a pro rata of the total insurance, and that 
its provisions might be modified by riders attached to the policy, 
and that the extent of the application of the insurance under the 
policy or of the contribution to be made by the company might be 
modified by agreements attached to the policy. 

Held, That a rider providing that in consideration of a reduced premium 
the company should pay only such proportion of the loss as the sum 
insured in the policy bore to 80 per cent of the value, and in no case 
a greater proportion than the amount insured bore to total insurance, 
was a violation of the previous act. 

Held, That the power to prescribe a standard form involves the power 
to limit the right to contract to such form. 

—Attorney-General ex rel. Michigan Lubricator Co. vs. Com’r of Insur., 847. 


2. WHen CuavsE 1s INVALID. 


A statute forbid the issue of a policy limiting the amount to be paid in 
case of loss below the cash value if within the amount of insurance 
paid for or the use of a coinsurance clause except at the option of 
the insured. 


Held, That the statute only applies to attempts to limit the liability below 
the face of the policy without consent of the insured where the full 
premium is paid and the value of the property is within the policy, 
and is not in conflict with a standard policy law, nor forbids consent 
or restriction as to other insurance nor the waiver of its invalidity. 

Held, That an agreement that permission for other insurance was granted 
to an amount not exceeding 75 per cent of the value for a reduced 
premium provided that in case of excess above that amount the policy 
should become void in proportion to such excess to the total insur- 
ance was authorized by the standard policy law and was valid. 


— Bloch vs. American Ins. Co. et al., 688. 
COMMISSIONS. See AcEnr 9, 10. 
COMPROMISE. See Morreaces 2. 


CONTRACT. 


‘ 
1. Provistonan Deuivery oF Poticy WHEN Not CompPLete. 


Where there was uncontradicted evidence that the policy had been deliv- 
ered merely for examination, and no premium had been paid, and the 
policy required in case of acceptance that revenue stamps be attached 
and canceled by the agent, or if returned to the company the stamps 
must accompany it, and there was no evidence that insured had ever 








1907. ] Digest Index. 1081 


mentioned the policy, and it was found after his death by the bene- 
ficiary, who thereupon procured and attached the stamps and had them 
canceled by the internal revenue collector, there was no such conflict 
of evidence as entitled the claimant to submit to a jury the question of 
a completed contract. 


—Amos-Richia vs. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co., 549. 


2. WHEN CoMPLETE. 


A parol contract of insurance, as distinguished from a parol agreement to 
issue a policy, must not be executory, but must take effect in presenti. 


In order to establish the relation of insurer and insured, in parol, as exist- 
ing before the delivery of the policy, the plaintiff must do so by full 
and clear proof. 


In the absence of such a stipulation in the application or policy as makes 
the actual delivery of the policy a condition precedent to the consum- 
mation of the contract of insurance, the actual delivery or non-deliv- 
ery of the policy is not of itself conclusive evidence of the completion 
of the contract of insurance; but the unconditional acceptance of the 
application by the insurer is a consummation of the contract. 


Where there is no oral agreement for insurance prior to the policy, if a 
policy has been executed in form, but has not passed out of the pos- 
session of the insurer or his agent, and no payment of premium has 
been made, the contract is prima facie incomplete; and the burden 
is upon the party who asserts that there is a contract, to show that 
the policy became operative by the intention of both parties. 

Where, there being no oral agreement for insurance to take effect prior to 
the issue of the policy, upon an application for insurance at less than 
the regular rate, an agent wrote up and countersigned a policy and, 
without parting with the possession thereof, wrote to the applicant 
that he had “issued” a policy, but would hold the same until he 
should have time to hear from his company, and the company there- 
after rejected the risk and the agent forwarded the policy to the com- 
pany, these facts constitute no proof of a consummated contract of 
insurance, although the applicant may not have received notice of 
the refusal. 

—Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Benjamin Whitman, 19. 


3. Wuen CompletE—REsciss1Ion— DELIVERY—EFFECT OF. 


The plaintiff's intestate made written application for a policy and ex- 
ecuted notes for the premiums, which were forwarded to the com- 
pany. The application was accepted and a policy was issued in con- 
formity with it and delivered to the insured who, claiming that the 
agent had altered the application, and that the policy did not conform 
to the original application, returned it to the insurer for cancellation. 
The company, claiming it to be correct, sent the policy to its agent 
for redelivery and adjustment of the dispute. There was no accept- 
ance of the proposition of the insured to cancel, nor offer to return 
his notes, and the insured was killed while the matter was in dispute. 

Held, That where a formal application is made and accepted, and a policy 
in conformity is delivered in return for notes for premiums, the con- 
tract is complete. Such acceptance may be indicated by mailing a 
letter containing it, as well as by sending a policy. The physical act 
of handing a policy to the insured is not conclusive as to the intent 
which may be shown by parol evidence. 

Held, That the declarations of insured as to the alteration and as to 
whether the delivery had been unconditional were relevant as evi- 
dence after his death, and the question was for the jury. 


Held, That if the policy complied with the original application, and there 
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was a valid contract, there had been no rescission, and the inSurer 
was liable. 


— Waters vs. Security Life § Annuity Co., 673. 


4. Wuen Not ComplLeTE—APPLICATION—AGENT. 


The applicant paid the premium to the agent, taking a receipt which 
provided for its return if not accepted. It was rejected, but the com- 
pany returned an application amended in several important particu- 
lars, with a policy corresponding, for delivery by the agent, if ac- 
cepted. The agent wrote to the applicant that the policy had arrived 
straight as a string, and he hoped to deliver it on a specified day. 
The applicant was taken sick and died without signing the applica- 
tion, receiving the policy or paying an additional premium required. 

Held, That there was no completed contract. 

Held, That the receipt of the premium did not make a contract. 


Held, That the company was not estopped to deny its acceptance of the 
first application by the letter of the agent. 


—McNicol vs. New York Life Ins. Co., 278. 


CONTRIBUTION. 


In CasE OF MACHINERY AND FIxTURES—RECOVERY BacK—MISTAKE OF 
ADJUSTER. 


The policies covered printing presses, stereotype machinery and other 
fixed and movable machinery, implements, tools and fixtures. 

Held, That under the contribution clause such policies should contribute 
with policies on a printing plant insuring five typesetting machines, 
with their fixtures and appurtenances. 

Held, That under the contribution contract each set of policies were 
independent contracts on which only their pro rata of liability could 
be recovered, and where more than its proportionate liability was 
paid by one insurer, did not affect the liability of the other insurers 
nor entitle it to recover back from them the excess. 


Where, however, in such case, an adjuster representing all parties agreed 
with insured as to amount of loss and incorrectly made the appor- 
tionment from a mistaken view as to the property covered, a new 
agreement was made under which the parties were bound to pay 
the insured the amounts proportioned, and any excess paid could be 
recovered back by the companies erroneously assessed for it from 
the others. 


—Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co. et al. vs. Palatine Ins. Co. et al., 385. 


CORPORATION. 


INCENDIARISM BY PRESIDENT. 


Where it appeared that the business was practically owned by the presi- 
dent, and was a family corporation, carried on in that form to shield 
him from his creditors, that the property was overinsured and over- 
valued with the connivance of the family, and the business on the 
decline, evidence which justified a finding of incendiarism on the part 
of the president will sustain a charge of incendiarism against the cor- 
poration and constitute a defense by the insurers. 


—Meily Co. vs. London § Lancashire Fire Ins. Co., 271. 


CREDITOR. See Bankruptcy. 
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DEATH. 


1. In Vroxtation or Law. 


‘Where, as the result of a quarrel between insured and another man, they 
began firing at each other, and both were killed, if the other party 
was the aggressor, firing ihe first shot, and insured fired in order to 
save his life, it was not a death in violation or attempted violation of 
the laws of the state or of the United States within the meaning of 
the policy. 

— Woodmen of the World vs. Walters, 398. 


2. Wuen PresumepD From ABsENCE—LIABILITY IN CasE OF INSURED’s RETURN 

The insured had been absent and unheard of for more than seven years, 
and an administrator was appointed, with whom a compromise set- 
tlement was made through an agent on the theory of his death, drafts 
being tendered conditioned on a bond of indemnity should he be 
discovered to be alive, which latter was refused, and the payment 
was made unconditionally and by the administrator distributed to 
those entitled to it. 

Held, That upon the reappearance of insured suit was properly brought 
against the administrator and creditor who had received part of the 
money jointly, but that the administrator was not liable as an indi- 
vidual. 

Held, That the payment being voluntary with knowledge of the uncer- 
tainty, and without fraud, the settlement was final, and the com- 
pany could not question the authority of the agent. 

—New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Chittenden § Eastmen et al., 633. 


DELIVERY. See Conrract 1, 3. 
DESCRIPTION. See AppITIon. 
DIVIDEND. See Mourvat Company 1. 


DIVIDEND ADDITIONS. 
SURPLUS AS. 


The statutes of New York require the reserve on a lapsed policy after 
three years to be applied to the purchase of extended insurance, and 
that the reserve should include dividend additions. 

Held, That the surplus is dividend additions within the meaning of the 
statute, and should be included in them though no dividend of it had 
been declared. 

— United States Life Ins. Co. vs. Spinks, 913. 


DROWNING. See Accrpent 2. 


DUES. See BENEVOLENT Socrety 6, 8. 


EIGHTY PER CENT CLAUSE. See Cornsvrance 1. 


EMBEZZLEMENT. See Premium 3. 
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EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 


1. Costs or Surr. 


An employers’ liability policy insured against loss from liability for dam- 
ages on account of accidental injuries resulting from negligence of 
the insured and against the expense of defending such suit. The 
liability of the insurer arising from the injury or death of a person: 
was limited to $5,000, and stipulated that the company should defend 
or settle any suit without interference by the insured. 

Held, That the limitation of the liability did not include the costs of suit, 
and the insured was entitled to be reimbursed for such costs in addi- 
tion to any damages recovered up to $5,000. 

—New Amsterdam Casualty Co. vs. Cumberland Telephone § Telegraph Co., 621. 


2. IncLusIon oF WAGEs. 


An employers’ liability contract stipulated that it should not cover loss 
for injuries to, or caused by, any employee unless his wages were 
included in the estimated wages named in the schedule. 

Heid, That in order to make the indemnity company liable, the wages of 
both the injured and the injurer must be included in the schedule. 

—East Carolina Ry. Co. vs. Maryland Casualty Co., 1031. 


3. LimiTaTion—NOTICE. 


Where the policy of an indemnity company had been several times re- 
newed, and it was shown could not be found after a search among 
the papers of insured, a previous policy similar, except as to dates, 
was admissible:in evidence, though no search had been made among 
the papers of the officers of the insured corporation. 

The policy provided that no action should lie unless brought by insured 
for reimbursement for loss actually paid by him in satisfaction of a 
judgment within sixty days from its date. 

Held, That the payment must be made within sixty days, not the action 
must be brought within that time. 

The policy provided for immediate notice of any accident and forwarding 
to the company of any service of suit, and that the company would 
defend the same unless it elected to pay. 

Held, That where the company defended after notice, that all questions as 
to failure to give prompt notice were reserved; it did not waive any 
failure to give such notice. 

Held, That where the vice-president in charge, and most of those in the 
office of the insured, had been ill with smallpox at the time of the 
accident, and the office had been closed, and his successor promptly 
gave notice after learning of the accident, there was sufficient ground 
for finding that the delay was excusable. 

—Edgefield Mfg. Co. vs. Maryland Casualty Co., 1026. 


ENTIRE CONTRACT. See Iron SaFe 4. 


EVIDENCE. 


EXPERT AS TO EXPLOSIVES, 


The statement of a witness that he had some knowledge of gasoline, and 
sugar as explosives was sufficient prima facie to show that he was 
competent to give an opinion on a gasoline explosion in the absence 
of anything in cross-examination to show his incompetency. 


—Bloch vs. American Ins. Co. et al., 688. 
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EXPLOSION. 


1. From Ieyition or Gas. 


‘Where an explosion, according to the evidence, was due to the ignition 
of gas escaping from a gas jet, and no damage resulted except from 
the explosion, it was not a loss by fire within the meaning of the 
policy exempting from losses from explosion unless fire ensues, and 
then from explosion only. 


— Home Lodge Ass’n vs. Queen Ins. Co. of America, 532. 


2. KNOWLEDGE OF INSURED OF Risk. 


Negligence of the insured or his employee contributing to a loss is no * 
defense against a loss claim. 

‘Where the fire resulted from the explosion of a gasoline lighter, evi- 
dence of its defective character to show a knowledge of an increase 
of the hazard by means within the knowledge and control of the in- 
sured is not admissible where it does not appear that insured knew 
of the defect. 


—German Ins. Co. of Freeport, Ill., vs. Goodfriend, 217. 


EXPLOSIVE. 
SroraGE oF WHEN Not Causk oF Loss. 


The policy prohibited the storage of explosives or increase of risk within 
the control of insured under penalty of forfeiture. A statute provided 
that conditions in a policy should be construed as representations 
unless material to the risk. 

Held, That where dynamite was stored in the building temporarily, but 
was removed by the firemen during the fire and did not contribute 
to the loss, nevertheless the policy was avoided by the violation. 

—Kenefick vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Soc’y, 817. 


EXPLOSIVES. See Evipence. 
FALL OF BUILDING. See Winn. 
FARM PROPERTY. See Mutvat Company 2, 


FIDELITY. 


STATEMENTS IN APPLICATION—DISHONESTY. 


‘Written statements made by a corporation accompanying an application 
to a bonding company for a bond guarantying the honesty of em- 
ployees, which statements relate to the past conduct of such em- 
ployees in their service as such, and are intended to and do enter 
into the contract and become the inducement in part for the issuing 
of the bond, are in the nature of warranties, and their falsity in any 
material particular will defeat recovery on the bond for the delin- 
quency of such employees. 

Where, in a suit upon a bond executed to a loan company guarantying 
the honesty of an employee, it appears that it was stipulated in the 
application for such bond that the duties of such employee are to 
receive and deposit all moneys received by the company, to indorse 
checks for deposit only, and not authorized to sign checks or accept 
drafts, or to pay out on account, with no authority to withdraw 
money, and the obligation of the bond is to make good any loss oc- 
casioned by the fraud or dishonesty of such employee in connection 
with his duties as specified, and the bondsman not to be liable for 
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other than the personal acts of such employee within the direct 
scope of his specified duties, the bondsman will not be held for the 
dishonesty of such employee in inducing the loan company to accept 
a loan to a fictitious person, on fictitious security, and procuring the 
money from the bank where moneys of the company are on deposit, 
on a check issued by the company in the name of such fictitious bor- 
rower, by forging his name upon the check. 
—Livingston et al. vs. Fidelity & Deposit Co. of Md., 699. 


See GuaRANTEE; Surety 1. 


FOREIGN COMPANY. 


AccIDENT—SERVICE ON—LIABILITY IN CASE OF NONPAYMENT OF PREMIUMS BY 
RaILRoaD. 


In Tennessee the acceptance of service by the Insurance Commissioner 
is sufficient, under the code, to bring a foreign company doing busi- 
ness there before the court. The liability of such company, however, 
is not limited by the provision that the authority to accept such 
service shall continue while any liability of the company within the 
state remains. 

It was agreed between the insured and the company that the premiums 
were to be placed in the hands of the railway company for which he 
worked, and from which the company should receive them. The for- 
mer had two weeks after demand was made in which to make pay- 
ment. The money was in its hands at the time of insured’s death, 
but payment was refused two weeks later because he was no longer 
in its employ. 

Held, That the policy did not lapse, but allowance should be made for the 
unpaid premium. 

— Patton rs. Continental Casualty Co., 1039. 


FRAUD. See AGENcy; FIDELITY; PREMIUM 9. 
GASOLINE. See Sranparp Portcy 2. 


GUARANTEE. 


EviIpENCE oF LARCENY. 


The mere proof of failure on the part of an employee to pay over a bal- 
ance due on demand, in the absence of evidence of a dishonest attempt 
to appropriate or withhold the property, is not proof of larceny with- 
in the meaning of a guaranty bond. 


The evidence in this case examined and found insufficient to prove larceny. 


The exclusion of evidence on the ground that it tended to vary the terms. 
of a letter, though the letter was not intended to be a contract, was. 
not reversible error. 


Objections to signing of bills of exceptions as too late overriled. 
— Williams vs. U. S. Fidelity § Guaranty Co., 589. 


See FIpetiry. 
GUARANTY. See Surety 1. 


HEALTH. 
Care OF PHYSICIAN. 


In an action on a policy of life insurance, a plea setting up a breach of 
warranty that the assured had not been under the care of a physician,. 
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except one named, within two years, is sustained by proof that within 
that time he had been attended by another physician eight times 
within ten days for the ailment of rheumatism in the shoulder. 

—Fish vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 81. 


See APPLICATION; SICKNESS, 
INCENDIARISM. See Corporation; IRon Safe 1. 


INSURABLE INTEREST. 


Or HusBanD AND WIFE—ASSIGNMENT. 


Husband and wife have each and both a pecuniary and insurable interest 
in all articles comprised in the furniture of their household, or which 
are necessary or convenient and actually in use in the maintenance 
of their domestic relation, regardless of whose money paid for them, 
or by what means or from what sources they were obtained. 


When an insurance company consents in writing to an assignment of a 
policy of fire insurance without restriction or limitation with refer- 
ence to the purpose of the assignment or the extent of the interest 
assigned, which is, in fact, as between the parties, less than the 
absolute or entire interest or rights of the insured under the con- 
tract, and when, after a loss has occurred but before payment has 
been made, the rights and interests of the insured are brought to 
the knowledge of the company, they cannot be defeated or impaired 
by a compromise and settlement and attempted satisfaction between 
the latter and the assignee without the consent of the insured. 

When there is no fraud, accident or mistake, as to the description or own- 
ership of property, or articles intended to be covered by a fire in- 
surance policy, and the person intended to be insured and who pays 
the premium is in fact the owner of the same, or has an: insurable 
interest therein, it is immaterial by what name he is designated in 
the policy. 

—Lenagh et al. vs. Commercial Union Assur. Co., 526. 


See AssIGNMENT 3, 
INTOXICATION. See AppricaTion; BENEVOLENT Soctety 1, 5. 
INVENTORY. See Iron Sart 1, 4; KEEPING or Books. 


IRON SAFE. 


1. Inventory—Booxs or AccounT—INCENDIARISM— DAMAGES FOR RESISTANCE. 


Where the policy required the last preceding inventory to be kept in an 
iron safe and produced after the fire the production of such inventory 
kept on sheets of paper, with only a few sheets missing, and its ac- 
ceptance by the adjuster without objection, is a sufficient compliance. 

Where such inventory is lost after its delivery its contents may be proved 
by parol evidence, and where a summary of its contents had been 
entered on a ledger, the ledger may be referred to to refresh the 
memory of the witness. 

Where the policy required a set of books to be kept clearly presenting a 
complete record of the business, showing purchases and sales both for 
cash and credit, and cash sales were entered at the end of each day, 
not showing, however, separately the items sold for cash, it was a 
sufficient compliance where this was the usual local method of keep- 
ing books. 


Where the insured stated in the application that no threat of incendiarism 
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had been made, nor did he have reason to fear incendiarism, the fact 
that he had several years previously suspected incendiarism by parties 
since dead did not establish any forfeiture of the policy. 

A statute requiring the payment of additional damages and attorney’s 
fees in case of the unsuccessful resistance of a loss claim is not retro- 
active so as to apply to a policy issued before its passage. 

—Arkansas Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Woolverton, 607. 


2. REASONABLENESS CF PROVISION—WAIVER OF CLAUSE. 


A stipulation in a fire insurance policy that the insured shall make and 
keep inventories and books, and keep them in a fireproof safe in some 
place not exposed to fire which would ignite or destroy the building 
in which the property insured is situated, and in case of loss to 
produce such books and inventories for the inspection of the in- 
surer, and in the event of failure on the part of the insured to pro- 
duce such books and inventories for the inspection of the insurer 
that the entire policy shall be null and void, is a reasonable and com- 
petent provision to insert in and attach to the policy. 

That a contract in writing, if its terms are free from doubt and ambigu- 
ity, must be permitted to speak for itself, and cannot by the courts, 
at the instance of one of the parties, be altered or contradicted by 
parol evidence, unless in case of fraud or mutual mistake of facts; 
and this principle is applicable to contracts of insurance. 

It is reasonable and competent for insurance companies to provide in 
their policies that no officer, agent or other representative of the 
company shall have the power to waive such stipulation of warranty, 
unless indorsed thereon or added thereto. 

Where an insurance policy contains such a stipulation of warranty, and 
provides that no officer, agent or other representative of the com- 
pany shall have the power to waive any condition or provision of 
the policy, unless such waiver shall be written upon or attached 
thereto, such limited grant of authority is the measure of their power. 

It is always open for the insured to show a waiver of the conditions con- 
tained in a policy of fire insurance, or a course of conduct on the 
part of the insurer which gave him just and reasonable ground to 
infer that a forfeiture would not be exacted. 

Where a waiver of the conditions in a fire insurance policy is relied upon 
by the insured, he must show that the insurer, with knowledge of 
the facts that occasioned the forfeiture dispensed with the observance 
of the condition that, where the waiver relied on is the act of an 
agent, it must be shown either that the agent had express authority 
from the insurer to make the waiver, or that the insurer subsequently, 
with knowledge of the facts, ratified the action of the agent. 


A waiver may be established by proof of such facts and circumstances as 
would reasonably result in that conclusion. 


Under the facts as disclosed by the record in this case, held, that the ques- 
tion of waiver was a question of fact, to be determined by the jury 
under proper instructions, and that the court erred in sustaining the 
demurrer to the evidence and in taking the case from the jury. 

—Gish et al, vs. Insurance Co. of North America, 227. 


3. SvuFFIcrtENcCY oF Booxks—WAIVER OF ANSWER IN APPLICATION. 


Where the credit sales were an unimportant part of the business and the 
original book of entry was lost, but they were transcribed and copied 
into another which was preserved, there was a sufficient compliance 
with the iron-safe clause under the Kirby act which makes substantial 
compliance with the conditions of policies sufficient. 


Where the answer to a question in the application regarding a previous 
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fire appears not to be false so far as it goes, and no further inquiry is 
made, its incompleteness is waived. 


—Security Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Berry, 161. 


4, Wuart Is Nor an INvENToRY—ENTIRE ContTRACT. 


The policy containing the iron-safe clause insured a storehouse and the 
goods contained under a single premium, and provided that failure to 
produce the books and inventories required by it rendered the policy 
void. The goods contained were shipped from another store of in- 
sured, and no separate account of them was kept except a memo- 
randum and certain partial invoices which had been copied in a led- 
ger, which were a mere general statement of the values of goods sent. 

Held, That the iron-safe clause was binding, and the copies of the in- 
voices were not an inventory within the meaning of the clause. 

Held, That where the premium was entire, failure to comply with the 
clause avoided the policy both as to building and contents. 

—Coggins vs. Aitna Ins. Co., 354. 


5. Wuat Is Nor CompiianceE—RETURN OF UNEARNED PREMIUMS. 


The policy required a set of books to be kept in an iron safe. Such a 
set was kept, but afterward destroyed, and their footings entered in 
a new set. 

Heid, That the policy had not been complied with. 

‘The policy in such case provided that in case it became void the unearned 
premium should be returned. 

Held, That the company did not waive the iron-safe clause by failing to 
return the unearned premiums after knowledge of the loss with 


knowledge of the violation, where no demand for it or tender of a 
surrender of the policy had been made. 


‘Where liability was denied on several policies and the unearned premium 
was tendered on all. and iiability was established as to some only, 
the tender was good as to the rest. 


—ZAitna Ins. Co. ve. Mount, 9386. 
See Proors or Loss 4. 


KEEPING OF BOOKS. 
Wuat Is Surriciznt COMPLIANCE. 


Denial of liability is a waiver of proofs of loss. 

‘The policy provided that a set of books should be kept, showing a com- 
plete record of the business. It was shown that an inventory of the 
stock on hand was made at the time of issuing*the policy, that a 
book was kept showing how many goods were received and soid 


from that time to the fire, and a cash book, showing the amount of 
goods sold. All goods not sold were destroyed by fire. 


Held, That there had been sufficient compliance with the policy within the 
meaning of a statute that proofs of substantial compliance with the 
policy conditions was sufficient. 


—Security Mut. Ins. Co. vs. J. E. Woodson § Co., 53. 
LETTER. See Cancenzation 5. 
LEX LOCI. 


Or Pouicy. 


Where the policy provides that it is payable at the home office, and that 
it is to be subject to the laws of the state where such office is located, 


VoL. XXXVI.—69. 
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the remedy for an anticipated breach of contract is governed by the 
laws of such state. 

Under the law of New York renunciation of an executory contract by a 
mutual company does not entitle the insured to sue for breach of 
contract, but to compel its specific performance by a suit in equity. 

— Michaelsen vs. Security Mut. Life Ins. Co., 470. 


See UNAUTHORIZED INSURANCE. 


LIMITATION. 
1. Evrrect or STaTUTE, 


A limitation clause limiting the time of bringing suit to less than that pre- 
scribed by the statute of the state in the policy of the company of 
another state is not enforceable. 


—Galliher ve. State Mut. Life Ins. Co., 681. 
2. WAIVER oF. 


A provision in an employers’ liability policy requiring suit to be brought 
within thirty days after right of action accrues is waived by negotia- 
tions for a settlement continued until after the expiration of the time, 
and thereafter the ordinary statute of limitations applies. 

Where the correspondence between the company and insured regarding 
such adjustment is continued between its agents and insured, and be- 
tween the former theniselves, it is admissible as evidence regarding 
the waiver claimed. 


—Lynchburg Cotton Mill Co. vs. Travelers Ine. Co., 487. 
3. Wen REAsSONABLE—WHEN IT Bearns To Run. 


The parties to a contract of insurance may, by a provision inserted in the: 
policy, lawfully limit the time within which suit may be brought 
thereon, provided the period of limitation fixed be not unreasonable. 

A provision in a policy of fire insurance that ‘no suit or action on this 
policy, for the recovery of any claim, shall be sustainable in any court 
of law or equity until after full compliance by the insured with all 
the foregoing requirements, nor unless commenced within six months 
next after the fire’, is unambiguous, and in a suit on the policy 
commenced more than six months after the date of the fire will be en- 
forced in accordance with the plain meaning of its terms, where no 
extrinsic facts are alleged excusing delay in bringing the suit. 

Where a policy of fire insurance contains the provision that no suit or 
action shall be sustained thereon unless commenced within six months 
next after the fire, the period of limitation begins to run from the 
date of the fire, notwithstanding the policy also contains the pro- 
vision “that the loss shall not be payable until sixty days after proots 
of loss have been received by the company”. 

— Appel vs. Cooper Ins. Co., 776. 

See Accipent 17; EmpLoyers’ Liapmity 3; Paip-Up Poricy 2, 3; Premium 5; 
Proors oF DeatH; Proors oF Loss 2; TrTLE 6. 


LOCOMOTIVE. See Carrier. 
MAILS. See Benevo.ent Soctrety 6; Poricy 2. 


MARRIED WOMAN. 
EFFECT OF PREGNANCY, 


Where a married woman is the holder of a policy of life insurance, it is 
not a false representation for her to sign a certificate, when she is 
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pregnant, stating that she is in sound bodily health, if the certificate 
is Otherwise true. 

Where a married woman is an applicant for life insurance in a company 
that issues policies on the lives of married women, she is not re- 
quired to inform the company of evidence of pregnancy discovered 
subsequently to her physical examination and application. 

— Merriman vs. Grand Lodge Degree of Honor, 340. 


MEASURE OF DAMAGES. 


1. A Case or OwnersHip BY HusBAND AND WIFE—THREE-QUARTER CLAUSE. 


The policy insured the husband on the building and his wife on the con- 
tents which they respectively owned. 

Held, That where the evidence as to the value of the contents destroyed. 
was conflicting, but there was evidence from which the jury might 
find that the sum which they fixed was proper the finding will not be 
disturbed. 

Where the statute provided that the company insuring real estate should 
be liable for the full estimated value as fixed in the policy, a three- 
quarter clause would apply only to personal property. 

The loss of a three-quarter clause pasted on the policy is of no con- 
sequence when accidental, and its existence stated in the policy. 

It was claimed that the husband had transferred title to the wife, but she 
testified that after an agreement to so convey had been drafted by her 
attorney and delivered to him to execute it had not been returned. 

Held, Where the attorney was acting for both to effect a reconciliation, of 
which the agreement was a part consideration, he could not be com-- 
pelled to testify. 

Where ample time had been afforded to secure evidence regarding a loss: 
it is not an abuse of discretion to refuse a continuance, and merely 
cumulative newly discovered evidence is no ground for a continuance 
or new trial. 

A few articles of no appreciable value erroneously included in a claim, and 
not referred to in the charge, will not sustain error. 

— Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Wintersmith et ux., 251. 


2. AvTHorRITY or AGENT—Premium NoteE—BreacH oF CONTRACT. 


Testimony of the insured that he had dealt with a party as the agent of 
company, and that the state agent had so informed him, is evidence- 
sufficient for a jury as to the fact of the agency. 

Where the insured refused to accept a policy because different from that 
he had stipulated for, and had given his note for the premium, whose 
surrender was refused by the company, the amount of the note is his 
measure of damages. 

Oral evidence is inadmissible to vary the terms of a written and signed! 
application. 

Punitive damages cannot be recovered for breach of contract in the ab- 
sence of fraud. 

—Prince vs. State Mut. Life Ins. Co., 872. 


3. In Case or Totat Loss—ARBITRATION—THREE-FouRTHS VALUE. 


A statute provided that in case of total loss the measure of damages shall’ 
be the amount of the policy less depreciation of value shown by in- 
surer. 

Held, That in case of total destruction, in the absence of depreciation 
shown, a policy provision regarding arbitration has no application. 

Held, That where a building has so lost its identity and character as a 
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building, and has become so disintegrated that it could not be des- 
ignated as such, though some portion was standing, that the loss was 
total, but otherwise if such portion would be such as a reasonably 
prudent man would use as a basis in restoring it to its original condi- 
tion. 

A policy insuring household goods limited the liability to the cash value 
at the time of fire and provided that the loss should be arbitrated in 
case of disagreement. 

Held, That an arbitration in case of disagreement was a condition prece- 
dent to a suit. 

A statute provided that no risk should be taken on personal property for 
more than three-fourths of its value, and when taken the value should 
not be questioned in any proceeding. 

Held, That the value is fixed only as to the time of insurance, and does 
not prevent the insurer from showing subsequent depreciation in 
value. 

Held, That in case of insurance of $600 on goods, where there was a 
salvage of $100, and a loss of about $800, the loss was partial and 
subject to a provision for appraisement, 

—Stevens vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Soc’y, 176. 


See Burciary INsuRANCE; TITLE 5. 


MILL BUILDING. See Risk 5. 


MORTGAGE. 


MISDESCRIPTION BY AGENT. 


Where the alleged fraud of plaintiff is not set forth as required in the court 
rules it is not in issue. 


‘Where the insured was unable to read, and correctly stated the amount 
of a mortgage to an agent, and the latter, who filled out the policy 
and application, described the amount of the mortgage as much less, 
the policy was not ‘avoided by the error. 

— Baumler vs. Farmers’ Northern Mut. Fire Ins. Co., Limited, 671. 


See Stanparp Poticy 1. 


MORTGAGEE. 


1. Proors or Loss By. 


The petition alleged that the policy was made and delivered by the com- 
pany to the plaintiff mortgagee, who paid the premium; that it pro- 
vided that loss was payable to mortgagee as interest might appear, 
and that notice and proofs of loss were furnished by plaintiff. 


Held, That the question as to who was the insured must be determined 
from the policy, and that the statement therein that it insured the 
I. Company, loss payable to plaintiff, made the I. Company the in- 
sured. 

Held, That a statutory provision that only the insured need give written 
notice of loss supersedes the policy provision regarding such proofs, 
and the giving of such notice is a condition precedent to recovery. 

A mere allegation that the insured owner refused to furnish the proofs, 
and that they are therefore made by plaintiff mortgagee is not, of 
itself, sufficient excuse for the refusal on the part of the insured. 


‘The petition was therefore bad on demurrer. 
—American Cereal Co. vs. Western Assur. Co., 134. 
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2. SweroGaTIon In CasE OF FarturE oF INTEREST OF MortGacoR—Compro- 
MISE, 


K. borrowed from B. B. & L. Ass’n $400, and gave deed of trust of house 
and lot to secure the loan, and bound herself to keep insurance on 
the building to amount of $400 for the benefit of the association, and, 
in case of failure to insure, the association to insure and add pre- 
miums, paid by it, to the debt. K. conveyed the property to G., who 
assumed to pay the trust debt as part of the purchase consideration. 
No notice was given to the association or insurance company of such 
conveyance. More than two years after the conveyance to G. the 
association purchased insurance of $400 on the property from the 
S. U. & N. Ins. Co. in the name of K.; the policy containing the 
usual mortgage clause and stipulating that the policy should con- 
tinue good as to the mortgagee notwithstanding any forfeiture by 
the owner, and that, if any loss should be paid to the mortgagee un- 
der such circumstances, the insurer should be subrogated to the 
rights of the mortgagee under the mortgage. The insured property 
was destroyed by fire. G. complied with none of the requirements 
of the policy by giving notice of the fire or making proofs of loss or 
otherwise. The insurer paid the association $398.62, the amount of 
its debt, and took an assignment thereof. Held, That it was en- 
titled to be subrogated to the rights of the association and to en- 
force the mortgage. 

A mortgagor has no interest in the proceeds of a policy insuring the 
mortgagee, taken out by the mortgagee to protect his own interest, 
and in which the interest of the mortgagor has been forfeited, leav- 
ing that of the mortgagee still in force. 

In the matter of a disputed claim between R. and G., R., the claimant, 
proposed in writing on April 7th as a compromise that, if G. would 
pay $100, R. would accept it in full of the claim and release his 
mortgage lien on property securing the debt. On the 12th of May 
following, not receiving a response from G., R. sold the debt to S. 
U. & N. Ins. Co., assigned the same and subrogated the assignee to 
the rights of the mortgagee. In a proceeding by the assignee to 
enforce the mortgage, it is error for the court to enforce the com- 
promise offered by R., but which was never accepted by G. 


—Gillespie vs. Scottish Union § National Ins. Co., 300. 


MUTUAL COMPANY. 
1. DustRrBuTion or SuRPLUs. 


When a surplus of a mutual company is ordered to be distributed among 
the members by a resolution of the company, the portion so ordered 
distributed becomes separated from the corporate assets and the 
property of those who are at the time members. 


Each member is entitled to share in the distribution in proportion to the 
amount that he has at any time paid into the company, whether upon 
existing or terminated policies, and whether his membership has 
been continuous or broken. 


—Zinn et al. vs. Germantown Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. et al., 566. 


2. InsuRANCE oF Farm PROPERTY. 


Under a statute authorizing a mutual company to insure farm property, 
buildings, contents, implements, live stock, etc., “being upon farms 
as farm property” a policy insuring farm products, farm implements, 
carriages and live stock on the premises did not apply to the fixtures 
and utensils of a slaughterhouse upon ground not a part of the farm 
occupied by insured. 
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Held, That the company was not estopped by the knowledge of its presi- 
dent that the insured desired to have other than farm property cov- 
ered. 

— Geraghty vs. Washtenaw Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 3. 


8. Vauiprry or ASSESSMENT. 


Mutual fire insurance companies cannot make assessments upon their 
members, as provided in section 12, c. 33, p. 276, Laws 1891, until loss 
has first occurred, unless such assessment is authorized by a two- 
thirds vote of its directors. 


When it is sought to avoid a policy of insurance for the nonpayment of 
an assessment, not made for the payment of a loss, the records of 
the company are insufficient to establish the validity of such assess- 
ment, unless it affirmatively appears therefrom that the statute has 
been complied with. 


— Wolcott vs. State Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co., 510. 
See AssEssMENT; Proors or Loss 2. 


NEGLIGENCE. See Broxer 1; Susrocation 1. 


NOTICE. See Accrpent 5; AssEssMENT 3; BENEVOLENT Socrery 6; EMPLOYERS’ 
LiaBiLity 3; Practice; Premium Nore 8; Removat 2; TiTLE 6. 


OCCUPANCY. See Use 1. 
OCCUPATION. See Accipenrt 5, 10. 


OTHER INSURANCE. 
1. ASSENT TO. 


The fact that at the time of its contract an insurance company has knowl- 
edge of other insurance upon the property does not justify the infer- 
ence that it assented to additional insurance subsequently taken out 
by the assured. 


The evidence and findings do not justify an order for judgment that the 
policy be reformed and that plaintiffs have judgment for the amount / 
_ of the policy. 


—Kelly et al. vs. Liverpool § London § Globe Ins. Co., 530. 


2. EvIpENceE. 
Evidence [as to other insurance without consent] considered on reargu- 
ment, and held to sustain the findings of the trial court. 
—Kelly et al. vs. Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Co., 986. 


3. KNOWLEDGE oF AGENT—ASSESSMENT. 
The evidence showed the agent to have knowledge at the time of taking 
the application that there was other insurance. 


The policy provided that no suit should be brought until an assessment 
had been made or steps had been taken to compel it. 


Held, That a denial of liability was a waiver of the provision. 
—Thompson vs. Piedmont Mut. Ins. Co., 970. 


4. REFORMATION—KNOWLEDGE OF AGENT. 


Where the agent transmitted a.list of other policies on the property in his 
daily report, the insured was entitled to have the policy reformed, 
permitting such other insurance, but the existence of additional other 
insurance not so reported avoided the policy, prohibiting it under 
penalty of forfeiture. 
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Knowledge of such other insurance by the agent was not a waiver of the 
prohibition, where under the terms of the policy the agent had no 
authority to waive its provisions, 


—W. H. Clemments Adm’r ve. German Ins. Co., 114. 


5. REINSURANCE As, 


Proofs of loss are waived by denial of liability. 


Where the company was through reinsurance carrying other insurance 
on the risk at the time of issuing the policy it is estopped to set up 
a policy provision against other insurance for the purpose of avoiding 
the policy. 


—Kennedy vs. Agricultural Ins, Co. of Sioux Falls, 202. 


See CancE.uation 1, 3. 


PAID-UP POLICY. 


1. DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF—NOTE FoR Poticy LOAN. 


A statute provided that in case of default in premium the policy should 
be binding for paid-up insurance to an amount which the net value 
and dividends will purchase as a net single premium, according to 
the company’s tables of single premiums, provided that the reserve 
on the paid-up insurance shall not be less than two-thirds of the 
original reserve. 

Held, That where such statute was not in force at the inception of the 
policy, and the latter provided for a paid-up policy of as many twen- 
tieths as there were premiums paid, provided any outstanding lia- 
bility is paid, the company had no right to deduct 25 per cent of the 
reserve as a surrender charge, but the paid-up insurance must be 
computed strictly according to the terms of the policy, nor does the 
statute authorize such a change. 

Held, That an unpaid note representing a policy loan, conditioned on the 
application of the reserve to its payment and the application of the 
balance to a paid-up policy according to its cash value, did not au- 
thorize such surrender charge. 

—Penn Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Barnett’s Adm’r, 345, 


2. Lgm1rarIon. 


The policy provided that in case of default in payment of premium a 
paid-up policy would be issued if the policy, receipted, were returned 
within six months, but otherwise no such policy would be issued and 
the premiums would be forfeited. 

Held, That the provision was valid. 

Held, That a delay of ten years barred the right to paid-up insurance 
under a statute limiting the. right of action to ten years after the 
accrument of the cause of action. 

—Collman vs. Equitable Life Assur. Soc’y of U. S., 832. 


3. Lrrration, 
The policy provided for a paid-up policy if demanded within six months 
from date of lapse. 


Held, That though not obligated to make the demand within six months, 
a demand after five years was too late. 


— Wilson vs. Washington Life Ins. Co. of N. Y., 943. 
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PAROL CONTRACT. 
WHEN CoMPLETE—WAIVER OF PROOFS. 


A solicitor of insurance for several companies obtained consent of ap- 
plicant to place the risk, and left with the agent of the G, Company a 
memorandum specifying the amount, the time of beginning and 
duration of the risk, the rate and name of the applicant, which was 
approved by the agent and placed on file. Owing to delay in writing 
the policy no written contract existed when the fire took place 
shortly after, but one was issued and paid for the following day. 

Held, There was a complete oral contract of insurance. 


Held, That where liability was denied before the time provided in the 
usual written contract for filing proofs of loss, such proofs were 
waived. J 

—Thompson vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co., 400. 


See Contract 2. 
PAROL EVIDENCE. See AceEnt 5. 
PART PAYMENT. See Accrpent 9. 
PAYMENT. See Premium; Premium Norte. 


PHYSICIAN. 
Contract TO DEFEND As INSURANCE. 


A contract by which a corporation, in consideration of a stipulated 
amount, agrees to defend a physician against all suits for damages 
for malpractice at its own expense, not exceeding a fixed amount, 
but not to pay any judgment obtained against the physician, is a 
contract of insurance, and the corporation making such contract is 
engaged in the business of insurance. 

The essential purpose of such a contract is not to render personal servi- 
ces, but to indemnify against loss and damage resulting from the 
defense of actions for malpractice. 

—Physicians’ Defense Co. vs. O’ Brien, Insurance Com’r, 492. 


See HEatra. 


PLEADING. 
WuHeEn DEFECTIVE, 


The petition sets forth no cause of action, and was properly dismissed 
on demurrer. 


— Wheeler vs. Fidelity § Casualty Co. of New York, 1086. 


FOLICY. 
1. Ricuts oF BENEFICIARIES IN PROCEEDS OF. 


Life insurance policies should be construed according to the rules ap- 
plied in the construction of contracts, not those governing estates 
created by wills. 


The policy upon the life of L. was issued to his wife, who was recited as 
having paid the premium, and promised and agreed to and with her, 
her executors, administrators and assigns, to pay to them the sum 
assured after the death of L. for her sole use, and in case of her 
death before that of L., the amount should be payable to her chil- 
dren for their use, or to their guardian. She had one child, the step- 
son of L. He died before his mother, and she in turn died, leaving 
L. surviving. 
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Held, That the proceeds of the policy were payable to her representa- 
tives, and not to those of her son. 


—Braddock vs. Manhattan Life Ins. Co., 372. 


2. SURRENDER IN CasE oF CHANGE OF BENEFICIARY—ACCEPTANCE By Main. 


A right to change the beneficiary does not include a right to surrender 
and cancel without the consent of the beneficiary. 

Where there was other evidence of the acceptance of the policy, an in- 
struction that its receipt by mail was presumptive of acceptance is not 
prejudicial error. 

An instruction that the court and jury do not make contracts, but sim- 
ply carry them out, was not error as tending to assume that a con- 
tract was actually existing, which was the principal question. 

— Holder et al. vs. Prudential Ins. Co., 856. 


See Contract; Lex Loci; Proors or Loss 2; StanpDarD Pottcy 1. 
POLICY LOAN. See Parp-Up Poricy 1; Premium 7 


PRACTICE. 


EvipENCcE oF BrEAcH OF CONDITION—WAIVER OF NOTICE. 


Where the insurer relies on a condition subsequent incorporated in a 
policy of insurance to defeat the right of the insured to recover after 
loss, the insurer must specially plead such condition and breach 
thereof, and the plaintiff, in an action to recover on the policy, has 
a right to introduce evidence to rebut any proof of breach of condi- 
tion so pleaded, or to show a waiver of the condition by the insurer. 


Where the plaintiff, in an action on. an insurance policy, makes a prima 
facie case establishing the fact of issuance and delivery of the policy 
and the payment of the premium thereon, the loss through and on 
account of the cause insured against, and the furnishing of notice and 
proofs to the insurer as required by the policy, or the waiver thereof 
on the part of the insurance company, the case should go to the jury, 
and it is error for the trial court to grant a nonsuit. 


—Allen et al. vs. Phenix Assur. Co., 289. 
PREGNANCY. See Marriep Woman. 


PREMIOM. 
1. ConstTRucTION oF STATUTE aS TO FORFEITURE. 


The statute of Arizona provides that in the absence of a pgovision in the 
policy for tontine or other term or paid-up insurance, it shall stipu- 
late that in case of forfeiture for non-payment of premium after the 
payment of three annual premiums, the net reserve with interest at 
4% per cent shall be applied to the purchase of term insurance, and 
that if any insurer deliver in the territory a policy not conforming 
to the statute its right to do business there shall cease. 

Held, That the statute merely penalizes a failure to comply with it, and 
does not read its provision into’the contract itself. 

—Equitable Life Assur. Soc’y of the United States vs. Babbitt et al., 500. 


2. CREDIT FOR. 


Where a course of dealing justified the insured in the belief that credit 
would be allowed for the premium, its non-payment did not invali- 
date a parol contract of insurance. 


—German Ins. Co. of Freeport, Ill., ve. Goodfriend, 217. 
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3. EMBEZZLEMENT BY AGENT. 


A soliciting agent took the application and collected the first premium 
which he remitted to the company. He collected also the second 
premium when due, although not authorized to do so, and remitted 
it. He again collected the third premium, but failed to remit. 

‘Held, That it was a question for the jury whether it was paid to him in 
geod faith as agent for the company, and whether the company’s 
previous course entitled the insured to believe he had authority, or 
whether she paid him as the agent to remit, and a finding in favor of 


the former view estopped the company from setting up a forfeiture 
for nonpayment. 





— Murray vs. State Life Ins. Co., 744. 





4. EvimpEence oF PayMENT. 


Where a policy and receipt for premium were delivered, and evidence is 
furnished that no actual payment was made, the question as to such 
payment is for the jury. 

Instruction that if the premium was paid at any time before the death of 
insured, in such case recovery could be had, but that the issue of a 
policy and receipt was not conclusive of payment, though sufficient 


in the absence of countervailing evidence to warrant such a finding, 
was proper. 


Failure to produce the agent who delivered the policy is not an unfavor- 
able presumption against the company where he has left its employ 
and his location is unknown. 

It was error in such case to permit counsel to call attention of a jury to 
the agent’s absence and tell them that they were entitled to draw an 
emaveuiene inference from the fact, and was sufficient ground for a 
reversal. 


—Mutual Industrial Indemnity Co. vs. Perkins, 171. 


5. NonpayMentT—LimMIraTion. 


The policy provided that it should be void in case of failure to pay any 
one of the first three annual premiums when due, and that no suit to 
recover should be brought after one year from the death of insured. 


Held, That failure to pay the second annual premium when due avoided 
the policy, and a suit brought four years after death of insured was 
barred. A subsequent act fixing time when suit could be brought was 
prospective only. 


— Wells vs. Union Central Life Ins. Co., 169. 
6. Payment To Sus-AGENT. 


A local agent appointed by a general agent to solicit insurance and take 
premiums, but not authorized to issue binding receipts for premiums 
on applications prior to their acceptance, has no power to appoint a 
sub-agent to receive such premium, and its payment to a party not 
authorized by the company does not render the company or its agents 
liable for its return upon the rejection of the application, where’ the 
fact of such payment is unknown. 


—Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Reynolds, 269. 
7. Ricut to Extenpep Insurance—Ponicy LOAN. 


‘The policy stipulated that in case of default in payment of premium in 

case of no indebtedness to the company, extended insurance would be 
granted; that after payment of premiums for two years a paid-up 
policy might be applied for, and that after three years, the premiums 
having been paid, a loan would be granted as. stated in a table. The 
insured borrowed the tabular amount and thereafter neither paid more 
premiums nor the indebtedness. 
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Held, That he was only entitled to one of the options and could not de- 
mand extended insurance. 


Held, That a note executed with the loan stipulating that if unpaid after 
maturity, or if any premium should become due or unpaid, the com- 
pany might issue a paid-up policy according to the provisions of the 
policy was not a violation of a statute prohibiting any contract of 
insurance other than is expressed in the policy. 


—Jagoe vs. tna Life Ins. Co., 104. 


8. Surricrency oF PETITION—NONPAYMENT OF. 


A petition brought to recover on a policy of life insurance, which shows, 
on its face and by its exhibits, that the policy was issued and bore 
date August 30, 1904, that the first premium was paid, that the con- 
dition of liability to pay the amount named in the policy was that 
annual premiums of a named amount should be paid in advance on 
August 30th in each year thereafter, that the insured did not accept 
the policy nor pay the first premium thereon until November 19, 
1904, that no premium was thereafter paid, and that the insured 
died October 29, 1905, as against a general demurrer on that ground, 
sets out no cause of action. 


The contention that, under a policy such as above described, payment 
of the first premium and acceptance of the policy November 19, 1904, 
had the effect of continuing the policy in force for one year from 
that date, is unsound as a matter of law. 


A stipulation in a written application for a policy of life insurance to the 
effect that the contract to be issued thereunder shall not take effect 
until the first premium is paid is one for the benefit of the insurer; 
and when in response to such application the insurer accepts the 
same, and in due course issues a policy of which such application 
becomes a part, with conditions as above set out, and the insured 
alterward accepts the policy and pays the first premium thereon, 


he must, in order to keep the policy in force, comply with its terms 
as to future payments of premiums. - 


—Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Stegall, 1001. 


9. Waiver sy AGENT—FRaoD. 


A suit based on the assumption of waiver of forfeiture cannot be retried 
on the assumption of nonwaiver. 

Where an industrial policy provided that payment of premiums could 
only be waived by certain officers, a superintendent of agencies au- 
thorized to settle claims could waive such forfeiture in settlement of 
a claim by accepting a past-due premium and compromising the 
claim. In such case a failure to charge that the waiver could only 
be effectual when made by an agent acting within the scope of his 
authority was not prejudicial to the company. 

When the beneficiary was an ignorant woman and was induced to sign 
a release for a small part of the claim on the ground that the non- 
payment of premiums had forfeited the policy, there was ground for 
submitting the question of fraud to a jury. 

In case of fraud a tender of the amount received for the release was not 
necessary to sustain suit on the policy. The balance due would be the 
amount recoverable. 


—Industrial Mut. Indemnity Co. vs. Thompson, 975. 
See CaNncELLaTION 4. 


PREMIUM NOTE. 


1. ACCEPTANCE By AGENT, 


Where an agent entitled to 70 per cent of the first premium as his com- 


mission, took notes from the insured for such share of the premium, 
2 
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and the remainder in cash, with the understanding on the part of 
the insured that it was to be turned in to the company, but retained 
the cash instead and turned the notes over to the company, the 
policy was not subject to iorfeiture for nonpayment of the notes. 


—Annie Reppond vs. National Life Ins. Co. of America, 535. 


2. Cwanoine Ponricy Form. 


The local agent took a note for the premium along with the application: 
for insurance. The company decided not to issue the policy applied 
for, but sent another form for submission to the insured and his 
acceptance, instructing the agent to deliver it only on receipt of an: 
amended application. The agent notified the insured by letter of 
the receipt of the policy, stating that he would deliver it on the day 
the note came due, but not mentioning its altered form. The insured 
died before the maturity of the note, and without knowledge of the 
changed form. The beneficiary, who was the wife of insured, tendered 
the money for the note to the agent during his sickness and demanded 
the policy, which was refused. 

Held, That the insurer was estopped to deny liability. 


Held, That where it was the common practice of the company to allow. 
the agent to accept such notes and hold him responsible for the pre- 
mium, the giving of the note was payment of premium as between the 
insured and the company. 

—Kimbro vs. New York Life Ins. Co., 57. 
3. Creprr By AGENT—CANCELLATION. 


The insured gave the agent a note for the premium on this and other 
policies. The agent gave credit for the payment, discounted the note 
at the bank and received the money. The company charged the 
agent with the premium, which he afterward paid, and on the return 
ot the policy for cancellation in accordance with its notice to cancel, 
it credited the agent with the unearned premium. 

Held, That the premium was paid as between the company and the in- 
sured where the agent gave credit for it. 

Where the insured on receiving notice of cancellation under the clause 
permitting the company to cancel on five days’ notice, voluntarily sur- 
rendered the policy, the surrender waived the right to treat the 
policy as in force until a tender had been made of the unearned pre- 
mium. 


— Buckley vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co. of Mo., 752. 


4. Errect or NONPAYMENT. 


The note given by a member of a mutual company provided that if not 
paid when due the policy should cease and remain void until paid. 
The note was by the policy made part of the contract. 

Held, That failure to pay the note prevented recovery on the policy, and 
it was immaterial whether such notes were authorized by the charter 
or not. 


—RHale vs. Michigan Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 669. 


5. EvipENce oF PayMENT. 


The insured paid his first premium by a note to the agent, who settled 
with the company. When the next semi-annual premium came due 
the agent was referred to the employer of insured, who agreed to 
settle the insurance, and paid the amount, but in the hurry no receipt 
was given and the agent returned the receipt to the company. 

Held, That the evidence justified the finding that the payment was for 
the second premium, and not on account of the note. 


— Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Kephart, 650. 
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6. ExtTENsION By AGENT. 


The policy provided that it should cease if the note given for premium. 
was not paid when due, and that. any transfer of the property should 
be indorsed on it. 

_Held, That the evidence of the party named on the policy as city solicitor 
that he was the agent for writing insurance, and evidence that he 
wrote the policy, took the note, consented to its extension, collected 
the premiums and consented to a sale of the property, collecting pre- 
miums from the purchaser, was evidence for a jury of his authority 
to waive its provisions. 


—Queen of Arkansas Ins. Co. vs. Cooper-Cryer Co., 159. 


7. Lirasruiry on. 

A note was given by insured to the agent for the premium on a ten-pay- 
ment policy, but received instead a twenty-payment policy which 
he failed to examine until several weeks later, when he offered to 
return it. 

Held, That his rejection was too late, and he was liable on the note. 

—Remmel vs. Griffin, 406. 
8. Notice or Maturity oF. 


Where the customary dealings between the parties require notice of pre- 
mium due in order to forfeit for non-payment, it must appear that 
the notice was received, and not merely that it was mailed, 

In accordance with custom the premium had been settled one-fourth in 
cash and three notes for the balance, with the stipulation that in 
case of death with any note due and unpaid, there should be no lia- 
bility for the loss. Notice of the maturity of the first note was mailed 
but not received. A tender of the amount due was made after the 
maturity of the note upon receiving notice, but was refused unless 
accompanied by a health certificate which the insured was then un- 
able to give, and he afterward died. 

Held, That the insured being alive at the time of the tender, there was no 
forfeiture of the policy. 


—Kavanaugh et al. vs. Security Trust § Life Ins. Co., 30. 


9. WAIVER OF FoRFEITURE. 


The insured gave two notes for the premium when due, each payable 
within the year, and providing that the nonpayment and consequent 
termination of the insurance should not impair the validity of the 
note, but that it should be due for the proportion of its face and in- 
terest that the time the insurance had been extended should bear 
to the whole time covered by the premium. The company attempted 
to enforce them when due, while a letter was sent by an employee 
treating the policy as still in force, whose authority was not ques- 
ticned, 

Held, That the forfeiture had been waived and the company was liable on 
the policy, though the notes were unpaid. 


—Galliher vs. State Mut. Life Ins. Co., 681. 


10. Wuere To Bre SENT ror COLLECTION. 

The application provided that a note given for a premium should be re- 
garded simply as an extension of time, not a payment, and if unpaid 
when due, the company should not be liable during default. A note 
bore the words “send to office for collection”’. 

_Held, That there was no implication that it should be sent to the office of 
insured, and the company was not liable in case of default though it 
had not been sent there. 

—Burnham vs. Michigan Mut. Life Ins. Co., 1018. 


See Burciary 1; MzasuRE OF Damaces 2: Parp-Up Poticy 1. 
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PREMIUMS. See Foreran Company. 


PROOFS OF DEATH. 
LIMITATION. 
Where the policy provision is not set out in the pleadings a denial that 
proofs of death were timely is a mere conclusion of law. 


Where the policy required proofs of death to be filed within thirty days, 
but did not prescribe forfeiture as a penalty, a failure to comply sim- 
ply prevented recovery until they had been filed. 

—Continental Casualty Co, vs. Waters, 152. 


See AccrpEnT 5. 


PRGOFS OF' LOSS. 
1. SUFFICIENCY OF, 


The policy required an itemized statement of the loss. 


Held, That reference in the proofs of loss to a copy of such itemized state- 
ment in the office of insured. which had been furnished to the ad- 
juster and was in his possession, was sufficient compliance. 

Plans and specifications of the building and the cost of its replacement, 
as requested by the adjuster, were not necessary where the loss was 
total and sufficient proofs of loss had been furnished. 

—Pearce Mfg. Co. vs. Lebanon Mut. Ins. Co., 444. 


2. Vatvep Poticy in Case or Mutvat Company—LIMITATION. 


Where the policy required a statement within sixty days after loss of the 
actual cash value at time of loss, a statement showing the value of the 
building at the time of insurance and a total loss, which was rejected 
by the insurer, was not sufficient compliance, nor was a subsequent 
statement after the expiration of the sixty days, again specifying the 


cost of labor and material in the building. 


A statute providing for the organization of mutual companies and ex- 
empting them from all other insurance laws of the state, exempted 
them from the operation of the valued policy law. 


Held, That a policy provision requiring a sworn statement of the loss 
within sixty days after the fire, unless extended, was reasonable in the 
absence of reasonable cause for delay. 


A provision that no suit should be maintained unless the policy provi- 
sions had been complied with made the provision regarding a sworm 
statement of the loss within sixty days a condition precedent to re- 
covery. 

-—Davis vs. Pioneer Mut. Ins. Ass’n, 143. 


3. Watver By ADJUSTER. 


Where an insurance company has sent its agent and adjuster to the 
place where the loss occurred to take the proofs and adjust the loss, 
and, after examination and investigation by such adjuster. he informs 
the insured that his company cannot and will not pay the loss, and 
places the refusal to do so on the grounds that the policy has been 
assigned, and urges no other ground of objection whatever, and in- 
forms the insured that he has nothing further to do with the matter, 
and that they will have to deal directly with the company, and the 
company on the other hand, through its home office, informs and 
advises the insured that the matter is still in the hands of their ad- 
juster who visited the premises, and the adjuster thereafter refuses 
to further negotiate or deal with the insured looking to an adjust- 
ment of the loss, such facts establish a sufficient prima facie case of 
waiver of proofs, to entitle the same to go to the jury. 

—Allen etal, vs. Phanix Assur. Co., 289, 
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4, Watver or —VIOLATION OF JRON-SaFE CLAUSE. 


The insured agreed with the company that any action of the latter in 
investigating the loss should not waive any of the conditions of the 
policy. 

Held, That a denial of liability by the company after making such investi- 
gation was a waiver of proofs of loss. 


The question of compliance With an iron-safe clause is for the jury. 


The statute provided that substantial compliance with the conditions of. 
the policy was sufficient. Through carelessness the insured had left 
the sales book out of the safe and it was burned, and there was no- 
other written evidence of the sales. 


Held, That the iron-safe clause requiring the books to be in a fireproof 
safe was not complied with. 


— Yates vs. Thomason et al., 880. 


See AcENncy; MortaacgE 1; Paron Contract; TITLE 3, 6. 
RAILROAD. See Forrrcn Company; Susroaarion 1. 
REFORMATION. See Oruer Insurance 4. 


REINSTATEMENT. 


WHEN DISCRETIONARY. 


Where the policy provided for reinstatement, provided the application 
was approved by the president and medical director and the insured. 
could give reasonable assurance of good health, the duty of the 
president was not merely ministerial, but discretionary, and the com- 
pany was not liable for refusal to reinstate where such refusal was 
not fraudulent or arbitrary. The provision was valid, and an in- 
struction that if proof of good health were furnished a refusal was 
wrongful was erroneous. . 


—Lane vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Co., 90. 


See BENEVOLENT Society 8. 
REINSURANCE. See AssicNMENt 4; CANCELLATION 2; OTHER INSURANCE 5. 
RELEASE. See AGENT 5. 


REMOVAL. 
1. IncrEasE oF Risk. 


The statute provided that no stipulation in a policy making it void shall: 
prevent recovery unless its violation contributed to the loss, but that 
no policy condition regarding removal without assent of the insurer 
should be affected by the provision if such removal increased the risk. 


Held, That a policy stipulation that removal should be considered an in- 
crease of risk was void. 


Held, That the burden is on the insurer to show increase of risk. 
Held, That the question of increase of risk was for the jury. 
Objections to the competency of an expert are too late when made after 
he has testified. 
—Adams vs. Atlas Mut. Ins. Co., 949. 
2. NOoTICE oF. 


Notice to insured’s salesman that the policy would not be renewed was- 
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not notice to the insured, since it did not concern a matter within 
the scope of the salesman’s agency. 


—German Ins. Co. of Freeport, Ill., vs. Goodfriend, 217. 


3. Or Suit sy AGENT. 


A statute authorizing the Insurance Superintendent to revoke the iicense 
of a company applying for removal to a»Federal court of an action 
“growing out of or in any way connected with any policy of insur- 
ance”, does not apply to a suit brought by an agent against a company 
for services. 


—Pacific Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Insurance Department et al., 562. 
REPLACEMENT. See AceEnr 2. 
REPRESENTATION. See Apprication. 
RESCISSION. See Broxer 2; Contract 3. 
RIDER. See UnactHorizep Company. 


RISK. 


1. ADDITIONS. 


In an action on a policy on a “two-story basement and brick building, 
with metal roof, and its additions adjoining and communicating, in- 
cluding foundations, occupied as a steam laundry”, it appeared that a 
steam pipe 24% inches in diameter conveying the power for the engine 
situated in the main building, a partially completed platform and 
overhead arch between the buildings, and a sidewalk along the side, 
were the only connections between the main building and the boiler 
house situated about four feef distant therefrom. Held, That the 
policy included the boiler house. 


—Guthrie Laundry Co. vs. Northern Assur. Co. of London, 146. 


2. ADDITIONS AND PLants WHEN Not CoveEReEpD. 


The policy was on property known as the Arlington Manufacturing Com- 
pany, being made to cover in specific amounts on certain designated 
buildings shown on a certain plan, with their additions and attach- 
ments, with privileges to make additions. A separate building not 
included in those designated was burned. 

Held, That it was not on the plant as such, but on the buildings specified, 
and the privilege as to additions did not apply to separate buildings 
of the plant, but only to additions to such as were specified. 

Held, That a new policy cannot be construed as a renewal of a previous 
one which insured the plant as such. 

—Arlington Co. vs. Empire City Fire Ins. Co., 288. 


3. ConsTRUCTION OF a8 TO Roor. 


Where the language of the policy is ambiguous and fairly open to differ- 
ent constructions, that which is most favorable to the insured will be 
adopted. 

A mnere policy covered all buildings except those covered with a board 
roof, 

Held, That a building whose roof was part shingle and part board was 
covered. 

— Kennedy vs. Agricultural Ins. Co. of Sioux Falls, 202. 
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4. Evrecr or TRANSFER OF LEASE AND SUBLEASE. 


The owner of a factory built on ground leased to him so Jong as he 
should maintain the factory. He afterward sold the building and trans- 
ferred the lease to the insured with consent of the land owner. The 
purchaser applied for the insurance, stating in reply to a question as to 
the value of building and land, that it stood on leased ground. The 
agent knew the facts. 

Held, That recovery was not barred by the fact that the lease contained 
a provision against subleasing which, it was claimed, increased the 
risk. It was for the company to inquire, if desired, about the condi- 
tions of the lease. 


—Roloff et al. ve. Farmers’ Home Mut. Ins. Co., 328. 


5. Wuat Is Coverep in Mri Bouripina, 


‘The policy insured lumber in “mill building or cars under mill sheds 
and in sheds adjoining said mill building”. Tracks ran on either side 
of the mill and the roof of the latter extended some distance over the 
tracks to protect the lumber piled on their sides. There were also 
sheds at some distance where lumber was piled. The company 
claimed that the sheds referred to were the extensions of the roof. 
The insured claimed that the more distant sheds were included. 

Held, That though the meaning of the contract was plain, extraneous evi- 
dence was admissible as to the application of the contract to the facts. 
and the question was properly for the jury, where there was evidence 
in support of both views. on 

Held, That a finding that the more distant sheds were included will not 
be disturbed. 

— Wolverine Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn, 116. 


6. Wauat Is InctupEpD 1n SAwMILL. 


An oral statement by the agent that the policy covered all the property 
is not admissible where the written application clearly showed that 
it excluded certain portions. 


The insurance was on a sawmill and additions, with the lumber contained. 
By the side of the sawmill proper, and about eighteen inches distant, 
was a building used as a planing mill, whose machinery was run by 
a belt from a shaft in the sawmill. There were no walls between the 
two, and the entrance to the planing mill was by a stepladder from 
the sawmill. Lumber was passed from the latter to the former. 


Held, That the planing mill was part of the sawmill. 
—Ferguson vs, Lumbermen’s Ins. Co., 318. 


See Avprrion; Exproston 2; Exprosive; ReMovan 1; Sranparp Poricy 2; Un- 
AUTHORIZED Company; Use 1; Vacant 1. 


ROBBERY. See Accrpent 9, 
SAWMILL. See Risx 6. 
SERVICE. See Forrien Company. 


SICKNESS. 
INDEMNITY IN CasE OF RHEUMATISM. 


‘The plaintiff was insured by a policy of accident insurance issued by the 
defendant, in which the latter, upon the conditions named in the 
policy, promised to pay the insured “an illness indemnity of thirty 
dollars per month, or at that rate for any proportionate part of a 


VoL. XXXVI.—70. 
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month for the time, after the first week, the insured is necessarily 
and continuously confined strictly in the house, and being regularly 
visited by a legally qualified physician, by reason of acute illness that 
is contracted and begins after this policy has been in full force and 
effect, without delinquency, for thirty consecutive days immediately 
preceding the commencement of such illness”. The policy also con- 
tained this clause: “Or, in case of illness resulting from tubercu- 
losis, rheumatism, lumbago or lame back sciatica, varicose veins, 
venereal diseases, dementia or insanity; then, in all such cases re- 
ferred to in this paragraph, the limit of the company’s liability shall be 
one-tenth of the amount which would otherwise be payable under 
this policy, anything to the contrary herein notwithstanding.” Dur- 
ing the period covered by the policy the plaintiff was sick with rheu- 
matic fever, and was entitled, under the contract of insurance, to 
recover the sum of $40, unless that amount should be reduced to one- 
tenth thereof by reason of the provision in the policy last quoted. 
Held, That. the disease with which the plaintiff suffered, although 
acute, was one form of rheumatism, and must be considered to have 
been included within the meaning of the word “rheumatism” as it 
was used in the policy, 


— Holmes vs. Continental Casualty Co., 337. 


STANDARD POLICY. 
1. Cuarren Mortaace. 


@Vhere a standard form of policy prescribed by the state and applying to 
both real and personal property is used for the combined insurance 
of both and provides that it shail be void if the subject insured be 
personal property and is incumbered by a chattel mortgage, a viola- 
tion of the provision as to personal property avoids the policy as to 
beth the real and personal property covered, where the insurer had 
no notice of the incumbrance. 

—Fries- Breslin Co. vs. Star Fire Ins. Co., 804. 


2. GasouinE TorcH—ARBITRATION SUFFICIENCY OF, 


A fire insurance policy in the standard form is not made void by the use 
of a gasoline torch by a painter for the purpose of burning off paint 
from the building insured, where the work has continued for less 
than the fifteen days allowed by the policy for repairs. 

Under an agreement for appraisal made pursuant to the terms of a 
standard fire insurance policy, one appraiser learned the opinion of 
the other as to the amount of loss, and thought he would be unable 
to agree upon that amount, and subsequently conferred with the 
umpire with a view to agreement with him. Later, upon the other 
appraiser expressing satisfaction with the umpire’s figures, the first 
appraiser suspected collusion and withdrew from the appraisement. 
Held, That his conduct amounted to a submission of the matter to the 
umpire, his withdrawal came too late, and an award by the umpire 
and the other appraiser was binding. 

An award made upon an agreement’ for appraisal under a standard fire in- 
surance policy is not open to attack in an action at law for miscon~- 
duct on the part of the umpire. 

—Garrebrant vs. Continental Ins. Co., 841. 


See CoInsuRANCE 1. 


SUBROGATION. 


1. In Casz or Corton Fire From Rattroap—NEGLIGENCE. 


Cotton was burned through the operations of the engine of a railroad, 
and the cotton was in the pessession of a compress company as bailee 
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for the owners, which, with consent of the railroad, had extended its 
platform within a few feet of a yard track where the engine was 
switching cars, and the cotton was on the platform. A watchman 
was employed and barrels of water kept to extinguish such fires, 
and this fire might have been extinguished had the watchman been 
present. 

Held, That the insurance company paying the loss was subrogated to 
the rights of action by the owners against the railroad on the ground 
of negligence, subject to defenses which might be invoked against 
the owners. 

Heid, That a verdict against the company could not be sustained where 
it _ not appear that the engine was defective or negligently oper- 
ated. 

Held, That the compress company by so constructing its platform as- 
sumed the risk from a properly equipped and operated engine, and 
the absence of the watchman tended to show contributory negli- 
gence. 


—Svea Ins. Co. et al. vs. Vicksburg 8. § P. Ry. Co., 807. 
2. In Case or Member or Trust. 


Where the company upon paying the loss was, according to the terms of 
the policy, subrogated to the claims of the insured against the wrong- 
doer, the fact that it might have successfully resisted the claim did 
not affect its right of recovery against the wrongdoer, nor did the 
fact that it was a member of an insurance trust in violation of the 
anti-trust law. 


—Freed vs. American Fire Ins. Co., 714. 
3. In Case or PAYMENT TO ASSIGNEE, 


A judgment for the plaintiff in an action at law concludes the defendant, 
not only as to defenses actually made, but also as to defenses which 
could have been made, but were not. 

The court cannot afterward aftord relief in equity against a judgment at 
law because of matter which was a defense to the action and could. 
have been interposed therein. 


By Rev. St., c. 84, § 17, equitable as well as strict legal defenses may be: 
pleaded in an action at law. Hence, if equitable defenses are not so: 
pleaded they cannot afterward be invoked as cause for relief in equity’ 
against the judgment. 

A life insurance company, by paying the full amount of the policy of life 
insurance to one holding an assignment of the policy as security only, 
is thereby subrogated to all the rights of such assignee upon the- 
insurance money as against any claim therefor by a subsequent 
assignee of the policy, and is entitled to have the amount due the first 
assignee under his assignment deducted from the claim of the second 
assignee. Such right by subrogation exists without any formal as- 
signment of his claims by the first assignee to the insurance company.. 

Such right by subrogation is at least equitable matter of defense to an 
action at law upon the policy by the second assignee and under the 
statute (if not at common law), it can, and hence should, be inter- 
posed in such action. It is not ground for subsequent relief in equity: 
against the judgment. ; 

—Aitna Life Ins. Co. vs. Tremblay et al., 129. 


See MortTGAGEE 2, 


SUICIDE. 
1. EVIDENCE As TO. 


In an action brought by the beneficiary of a life insurance policy, which 
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provided that there should be no recovery in case of death by suicide, 
intentional or unintentional, and whether the deceased was sane or 
insane at the time, it appeared in support of the defense of suicide 
that deceased was found dead, from a bullet in his head, with a pistol 
in his hand, in a room of a tenement leased by the principal witness 
for the insurance company. That witness testified that she had gone 
to the room, which she had leased to deceased, in answer to his com- 
plaint that it was not in order; that without a word he shot her; 
that she left the room; and that she did not hear a second shot. She 
denied any improper relations with the deceased. Her narrative was 
incomplete, and her testimony somewhat impeached. The jury found 
for the beneficiary. It is held:— 
The trial court was not in error in receiving testimony that the 
deceased carried on his person a considerable sum of money, which 
was not found afterward, nor in receiving in evidence a photograph 

a the rear of the premises, showing a stairway from the floor of the 
building on which the shooting occurred to the ground. 

(2) Where the defense of suicide is asserted against an action by a benefi- 
ciary of an insurance policy— 


(a) The burden of proving that the deceased committed suicide is upon 
the defendant. 

(b) The presumption is against suicide. 

<c) If the known facts are consistent with the theory of natural or acci- 
dental death, the presumption which the law raises from the ordinary 
= and principles of human conduct requires a finding against 
suicide. 

(d) When circumstantial evidence is relied on, the defendant must es- 
tablish facts which preclude any reasonable hypothesis of natural or 
accidental death. 

(3) Only when the inferences or conclusions to be drawn from the facts 

in a case in which the defense of suicide is interposed to an action 
on an insurance policy are so clear and unambiguous that reasonable 
men, unaffected by bias or prejudice, would agree that the deceased 
intentionally shot himself, should a verdict for the beneficiary in the 
policy be set aside. 
A normal man is not driven to the desperation of suicide without 
some exciting cause of more than ordinary magnitude. The entire 
absence of motive, adequate or inadequate, inciting to self-destruc- 
tion, was a circumstance to be considered by the jury in determining 
whether or not the defendant has borne the burden of proof of main- 
taining such a defense. 

(s) The mere fact that a revolver was found in the hand of deceased was 
not conclusive that he committed suicide. 

—Kornig vs. Western Life Indemnity Co., 917. 


2. In Case or Mutrvat Company. 


The policy of a mutual company provided that it should be void in case 
of suicide within two years. Afterward the directors by resolution 
limited the period to one year on that class of policies, but increased 
the rate. 

Held, That the principle of mutuality did not require that the action of 
the direetors should be retrospective as to the suicide provision in 
case of policies already issued. They had no power to correspond- 
ingly increase the rate, and the policy continued subject to its own 
provision. 

—Sexton vs. National Life Ins. Co., 861. 


3. Riecuts or Bengrroraky—Evipence or EMBEZZLEMENT. 
Thut an insured member of a benevolent order should take his own life 
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while of sound mind is not contemplated by the contract, and there 
can be no recovery by the beneficiary, even though the certificate is 
silent as to suicide. The beneficiary takes the certificate subject to a 
right to change it, and has no vested interest or greater rights thar 
the executor of insured. 

Evidence of one who examined the books of insured that they showed a 
series of embezzlements was not admissible where the books were 
not produced. 

—Davis vs. Supreme Council Royal Arcanum, 611, 


4. War ConstituTEs. 


One who intentionally takes his own life by administering to himself a 
poisonous drug, being of sufficient mental capacity to comprehend 
the nature and consequences of the act, commits deliberate suicide. 

—Zearfoss vs. Switchmen’s Union of North America, 927. 


. 
See AccipEent 12; AppricaTion 11; BenEvoLENT Socrety 4, 


SURETY. 
1. EXAMINATION OF ACCOUNTS. 


Where the surety bond stipulated that the accounts of the treasurer 
should be examined and verified every three months, and in such 
examination the bank book showing deposits sufficient to make up 
the sum that should be on hand was not verified, the insured failed 
to comply with the condition, and there was no liability on the bond. 

—U. S. Fidelity § Guaranty Co. vs. Downey, 279. 


2. Liasitrry on Bonn. 


A surety bond provided that it should not lapse if renewed, but that the 
liability should not be cumulative. It was issued on application of a 
bank to indemnify it against defalcation by the cashier, the bank 
wartanting that his accounts would be examined by the auditing 
committee monthly, and that he was not engaged in any other busi- 
ness. 

Held, That the amount named in the bond was the maximum aggregate 
liability that could be recovered during its continuance. 

Held, That audits during each calendar month were sufficient, and the 
committee need not be expert accountants. 


Held, That the fact that the insured acted as secretary of a building and 
loan association and wrote a little fire insurance, but without interfer- 
ing with his duties as cashier, was not a breach of warranty. 

—American Bonding Co. of Baltimore vs. Morrow, 67. 


See FIDELITY, 

SURPLUS. See Divripenp Apprtions; Mutvat Company 1. 
THEFT. See GuaRANTEE. 
THREE-FOURTHS VALUE. See Mzasure or Damages 3. 
THREE-QUARTER CLAUSE. See Measure or Damaces 1. 
TITLE. 


1. ABSOLUTE OwNERSHIP-— VACANCY. 


Misrepresentation in the application cannot be relied on as a defense 
where not set up in compliance with the rules of the court. 
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The insured represented herself as the absolute owner of the property. 
She held it by parol gift from her son, and had made valuable im- 
provements and taken possession. 


Heid, That she was the absolute owner in fee simple within the meaning 
of the policy. 


Where the property was a farm house which insured claimed to occupy 
and use at intervals of a few days each, in connection with another 
residence, and to cultivate the farm, the question of vacancy was for 
the jury. 


—Maas vs. Anchor Fire Ins. Co., 600. 


2. GoveRNMENT HoMESTEAD. 


Where an insurance policy contains a clause providing that the policy 
shall be void “if the interest of the insured be other than uncondi- 
tional and sole ownership, or if the subject of insurance be a build- 
ing on ground not owned by the insured in fee simple”, and it is 
shown that the property insured was situated upon a government 
homestead, owned and claimed by the insured, in which the legal 
title remained in the United States Government, and on which final 
proof was not made until after the loss by fire, held, that there was 
not such a failure of title as to defeat the right of recovery under this 
stipulation as to ownership. 

In such a case the sole and entire burden of the loss, in case of loss, falls 
upon the insured (the homesteader), and the government has no 
interest in the property destroyed, and suffers no loss on account 
thereot. 

Where it is shown that the insured truthfully and correctly stated the 
nature and condition of his title in making his application for in- 
surance, he will not be precluded from recovering in case of loss on 
account of a contrary statement as to title inserted in the policy by 
the underwriter. 


—Allen et al. vs. Phoenix Assur. Co., 289. 


3. IaNoranr MissTaTEMENT —VaLuaTION—Vacant—Proors or Loss. 


The property insured was an ice plant erected by insured, who had pur- 
chased the let and otherwise treated it as his own, while the title 
was in the name of his deceased wife, and under the law he was en- 
titled to only one-third interest, the remaining two-thirds belonging 
to his children, who made no claims. He was an ignorant man and 
under a verbal application with no statements as to title it was in- 
sured as his. 

Held, That the policy was not avoided by a clause requiring sole and un- 
conditional ownership, and providing that it should be void if the 
building were on ground not owned in fee simple. 

Where the insured had no other knowledge of the value of the plant than 
the estimate of the engineer who installed the machinery as to its 
cost, which was approximately the value given, and no intentional 
deception was used, the policy was not void for over valuation. 

Where the plant supplied only a local demand, and was only operated a 
part of the year, and information of a prior shutting down had been 
given tothe agents, who took no action, the policy was not avoided 
because it had ceased to be operated for more than ten days accord- 
ing to a provision therein. 

Where no objections were made to the proofs and the companies subse- 
quently denied liability, all objections to their sufficiency were waived. 

The evidence was insutlicient in this case to sustain a claim that the 

roperty was intentionally burned. or that the insured falsely swore 
S had no knowledge of the origin of the fire. 


—Rochester German Ins. Co. of Rochester vs. Schmidt et al., 726. 
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4. KNowLEepGE or OTHER INTERESTS. 


A finding that the company, where the insurance was applied for, had 
“information” that others than the insured were interested in the 
property was a finding that the company had notice of the fact. 

The by-law of a mutual company provided that the application for insur- 
ance should be made to the president. 

Held, That where the president knew that others were interested, and 
premiums were accepted, a statement in the application that no 
others were interested would not avoid the policy. 


—Metcalf vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co., 709. 


5. Lire InreErEst—Orat APPLICATION—MEASURE OF DAMAGES. 


The insured, under a standard policy which provided that it should be 
void if his interest was other than sole and unconditional ownership, 
held only a life interest. 


Held, Where the application was oral, and no inquiries were made regard- 
ing title, the condition was waived. 


Held, That the value of the property destroyed, tested by the life interest, 
was the measure of damages. 
—Glens Falls Ins. Co. vs. Michael et al., 308. 


4. UNCONDITIONAL OwNERSHIP— NoTicE TO AGENT—PRoOoFs oF Loss—LIMITATION. 


The interest of a lessee is not that of sole and unconditional ownership 
required by the policy. Such ownership refers to the date of the 
policy. 

Notice of loss to a local agent is not notice to the company. 

Immediate notice means within a reasonable time. 

Proofs of loss must be furnished within the time specified by the policy, 
and if possible must give all the information required by it. 

A provision that suit must be brought within twelve months after the 
loss, requires it to be begun within twelve months of the fire. 

—Downs vs. German Alliance Ins. Co. et al., 764. 


See AtrenaTiIon; BenerictaRy; Risk 4; W1re’s Portcy 2. 
TONTINE. See Bankruptcy. 


TORNADO. See Vacant 2. 
TOTAL LOSS. See Measure or Damaacss 3. 


UNAUTHORIZED COMPANY. 
EFFEcT oF STATUTE—CONSTRUCTION OF RIDER As TO Risk. 


A company not authorized to do business in Virginia executed and de- 
livered to a broker in New York a policy applied for by him on 
property in Virginia. 

Held, That it was not affected by the statute of Virginia forbidding au- 
thorized companies of other states to make contracts here except 
through regular resident agents. 

Where the rider describing the property and attached to the policy was 
prepared by the insured, it should not be construed against the in- 
surer beyond its ordinary meaning. 

The rider, which attempted to explain what property was covered, re- 
ferred to a plan in the broker’s office provided that there was no in- 
surance on “bark ground and unground in building marked 3 on the 
plan, nor on bark and liquors in the leach and coolers marked 
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2, nor, in the leach house marked 16, nor on the bark sheds on the 
tannery. premises marked 8”, but $10,000 on “bark in piles and under 
sheds” in the tannery premises matked 8. 

Held, That bark in piles in that part of the premises marked 8 was cov- 
ered, but not bark piled in a plot on the premises outside of that 
marked 8, but adjacent to a bark shed. 

Held, That the contract was not governed by the provision in the New 
York statutes that the time should be governed by standard time, 
and evidence of usage where the property was located was admissi- 
ble to show whether standard or solar time was intended. 

—Globe § Rutgers Fire Ins, Co. vs. David Moffat Co., 783. 


UNAUTHORIZED INSURANCE. 


Puace or ContTRACT. 


A lumber company in Michigan applied to a local agency representing 
several companies for additional insurance, and the agency being 
unable to place the entire amount in its own companies, procured a 
policy of an unauthorized company from an agent in another state. 
The statute of Michigan prohibits any action to be maintained based 
on unauthorized insurance procured within the state. The receiver 
of the unauthorized company sought to collect an assessment based on 
the policy and the Supreine Court of Michigan refused to sustain the 
action. 

Held, That the application was made and the business done with the local 
agency in Michigan within the meaning of the statute which the state 
had a constitutional power to pass. 

Held, That since the contract was not made by the insured in another 
state, no Federal question of the constitutional right of the com- 
pany to contract with the citizen of another state was involved. 

—James B. Swing vs. Weston Lumber Co., 410. 


UNEARNED PREMIUM. See Iron Sart 5. 


USE. 


1. Dwexurne Usep as Srore. 


A building insured as a dwelling house was occupied as a shoe store in 
o basement, a dry goods store on the first floor, and as a dwelling 
above. 

Held, That the building was not a dwelling within the meaning of the 
policy, and no contract was made insuring the building as it was. 
Evidence that the broker who obtained the insurance had maps showing 
the character of the building was inadmissible when he acted for the 

insured. 
—Bowdtich vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Soc’y, 276. 


2. VuioLaTion By TENANT. 


Where a by-law of a mutual co-operative insurance company, which be- 
came a part of a policy of insurance issued by it, provided that “lia- 
bilities cease at once on dwellings in the association in which seed 
cotton or loose lint cotton is stored”, a violation of such provision 
avoided the policy, although the storing of the seed cotton was 
done by a tenant to whom the insured had rented or leased the 
panuvens and delivered control, and without the knowledge of the 
insure 


Notice to the company that the property was rented to a tenant, and its 
continuing to receive payment of premiums or assessments from the 
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owner, did not operate as a waiver of the terms of the policy prohib- 
iting the storing of seed cotton in the dwelling house. 
—Edwards et al. vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Asea’n, 886. 


VACANT. 
1. In Case or Mini—Appuication in Case or OTHER CoMPANIES. 


Where the insurer knew that the insured mill was likely to cease to be 
operated during thé winter through failure of its water power, and 
it did so cease, but was operated when practicable, the policy was 
not avoided by a provision that it should be void if the mill should 
cease to be operated for more than ten consecutive days. 

A Statutory provision for incorporating mutual companies for insuring 
in cities and villages was followed by another provision, requiring 
all companies except mutual companies in towns and villages to at- 
tach a copy of the application to the policy. 

Held, That the exception did not apply to foreign mutual companies. 

Where the application to a company warranted that a watchman should 
be kept and the agent of the company distributed the insurance among 
that and other companies, the application was not a part of the con- 
tract with such other companies. 

—Waukau Milling Co. et al. vs. Citizens’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 119. 


2. In Case or Winp Poticy—CaNcELLATION, 


A stipulation in a contract for tornado, cyclone and windstorm insurance, 
that the policy shall be void in case the buildings insured become va- 
cant, is material to the hazard, and will be enforced. 


The cancellation of a policy of insurance after loss and notice of facts, 
occurring before loss, constituting a forfeiture, coupled with the re- 
turn of unearned premium from date of forfeiture, does not constitute: 
a waiver of the forfeiture. 


—Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Bodge, 390. 


See TitteE 1, 3; Vanvep Poticy. 
VALUATION. See Apprrion; Trrte 3. 


VALUED POLICY. 


EFFEcT OF VACANCY. 


A provision in the statute of Ohio that if the insured shall cause the 
building to be examined and the insurable valve to be fixed by the 
agent, and in the absence of any change increasing the risk, the whole: 
amount of the loss mentioned in the policy shall be paid, etc., applies 
only to change in the physical structure,,and does not affect a provi- 
sion against vacancy in the policy. 

Where the policy provides that in case of vacancy without consent of the 
insurer it shall be void, there can be no recovery in case of vacancy. 

—Germania Fire Ins. Co. vs. Werner—Home Ins. Co. vs. Milligan, 719. 


See Proor* or Loss 2. 
WAGES. See Emproyens’ Liapiurry 2. 
WARRANTY. See Appricarion. 


WATCHMAN. See Vacant 1. 
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WIFE. 


As AGENT. 


Exhibition of stock purchased out of that subsequently burned, to show 
in rebuttal by a witness its good quality, was not reversible error. 
Where the wife of the merchant insured acted as his agent in certain 
matters she was a competent witness concerning them. Instructions 

on special questions and comments by the judge were proper. 


— Bloch vs. American Ins. Co. et al., 688. 


See AGENcy; INSURABLE INTEREST; MARRIED WomAN; MEAsuRE oF DamaaEs 1. 


WIFE’S POLICY. 
1. Errrctr or ASSIGNMENT. 


A policy providing that it was not assignable was payable to the wife and 
children of insured. It was afterward assigned to the insured in a 
separate instrument by the wife and children. After the decease 
of the wife it was again assigned in a separate instrument by the in- 
sured to a second wife. 

Held, That under the laws of Kentucky, even before the revised statute of 

1894, the policy was assignable by the first wife. 

Held, That affection is sufficient consideration to support an assignment 

between parent and child. 


Held, That where the assignment was complete, extrinsic evidence was 
not admissible in the absence of fraud, to show that it was limited to 
a special purpose which, when accomplished, was to revest the title 
in the assignors. 

Held, That a note, in form a due bill, was sufficient consideration. 

Held, That the right to assign is governed by the law of the land, irre- 
spective of a policy prohibition which is only for the protection of the 
insurer, and its indorsement on the policy, though required by that 
instrument, is not essential. 

Held, That where the title was absolute in the insured, the children can- 
not complain that his assignment was in fraud of their rights. 

—Doty et al. vs. Dickey, 78. 


2. NatTuRE oF INTEREST. © 


Under the statutes of New York a policy taken out by a husband on his 
life and made payable to his wife if she survive, “conformable to the 
statute”, and if not living to her children, gives to the wife only a 
contingent interest, and in case of her previous death, leaving no 
children surviving, she has no interest that would pass by her will. 

°—Bradshaw et al. ve. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y., 414. 


WIND. 


As Cause or Fatt or BurLprina. 


Respondent’s three-story building, 39 feet high, was insured in appellant 
company from loss or damage by fire. Fire consumed the interior 
of an adjacent five-story brick building, leaving an unsupported 
brick wall standing, 69 feet high and 175 feet long. Seven days 
thereafter a strong wind arose, during which time the wall fell upon 
respondent’s building, causing damages, to recover which this action 
was brought. Held, That the words, “and in no case to include loss 
or damage by cyclone. tornado or windstorm”’, in a “lightning 
clause’’, attached as a rider to the policy, are limited to the rider, and 
do not apply to or vary the contract as contained in the policy. 
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The evidence is sufficient to justify the finding that the wind was one lia- 
ble to occur during any month in any season of the year. 


It is not necessarily the last link in the chain of events which constitutes 
proximate cause, but that which is the procuring, efficient and pre- 
dominant cause; that from which the effect might be expected to 
follow, without the concurrence of any unforeseen circumstances. 

If, under all the circumstances, the parties to the contract of insurance 
could have reasonably foreseen that a fire might leave the adjacent 
wall unsupported, subject to the action of such wind, and that it 
might be blown over and fall upon the insured building, such con- 
tingency was an element in the risk. 

Under the evidence in this case the cause of the damage was a question 
of fact, and the evidence sustains the finding of the trial court that 
the fire, and not the wind, was the proximate cause. 


—Russell vs. German Fire Ins. Co., 481. 








CASES REPORTED 


PAGE 
Acton vs. Farmers’ Home Ins. Co............5. Ma As. iis ends 360 
Adams ve. Aties Mut. Ins. Go. oc cscccccscecscces BOA Be GR bec ic vies 949 
en. Ss: SI ER, ED «onc ois has 05666 i CR GS see va 930 
Etna Ins. Co. vs. SQtambaugh-Thompson Co....Ohio S. C. ......... gol 
Etna Life Ins. Co. vs. Tremblay et al............ ee eS OR ee 129 
Alba vs. Provident Savings Life Assur. Soc’y....La. S. C. ........00 54l 
Allen et al. vs. Phoenix Agsur. Co... ...cpescseces ONT i ore 
American Bonding Co. vs. Morrow............. BN Bin ae 6 dias kewe 67 
American Cereal Co. vs. Western Assur. Co..... By ey Mag Ne vee oe wera 134 
Amos-Richia vs. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co.U. S. C. C. ......... 549 
Pimbel- 6, SOGROS TOR: Cie os nice ciceesatvces COS, sie kces we 776 
Arispe Mercantile Co. vs. Capital Ins. Co........ ROR rt Ge. eis es canes 513 
Arkansas Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Woolverton.....Ark. S. C. .......... 07 
Attorney General vs. Colonial Life Ass’n........ WEE i Ie Gs. ce eeiee 476 
Attorney General ex rel. Michigan Lubricator 

Co. vs. Commissioner of Insurance........ MCR Ss Gosvavilisec Oe 
Ayers vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. of New 

RI se ace ina e'sinig- dies Maisie Ais lah tare tow Ds Pine eee e ee 
Bader vs. New Amsterdam Casualty Co........ panne SS. Go scien dec 1020 
Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. vs. First Nat. Bank 

Ce AGT MRED oro osc ees k ote eecanars ROWE Noe, ei aascecs 10 
Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. vs. People’s Bank 

OF MN ic cova eS oth oewas Dba Kes hun RRR los aves ehcawreuns 474 
Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. vs. State Bank of 

RUNES Sos hice eee ANG RA Saas a ackaas tu pened RD. Ra de es 420 
Barrows vs. Mutual Reserve Life Ins. Co....... Ry ee Ga es Aly. areas 737 
Baumler vs. Farmers’ Northern Mut. Fire Ins. 

WR iacicts ase MasaielnAkan Ve huaiei sa aleelewhlaeaeee 1c a=, Oa 671 
Bertrand vs. Franklin Life Ins. Co.............. Pe Makes Leaencvawn oe 057 
Blackman vs United States Casualty Co. et al...Tenn. S. C. ......... 795 
Blakely vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Co........... U. m Reh Pha eine 
Bloch vs. American Ins. Co. et al............00. S..<. Snsavecre ee 
Bowdtich vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Society.. Mass - a i od abseieue OO 
Bradiey & Co. vs. Brown et al........000000sc008 " ics saresa eis 876 
Bradshaw et al. vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. . y co er 414 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen vs. Hand. Miss Bae is heciicle gia 952 
Buckley vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co. 6k cic csc cecec es N. ey ere 752 
Burnham vs. Michigan Mut. Life Ins. Co....... Mich’ BG, esc aces 1018 
Butler vs. New York Life Ins. Co............... i ee, oe 369 
Capital Fire ine: GO. V6. Bae. <<. i0cc0's vc 00 0k nevi Pee bes, o's eaten es 655 
Capital Fire Ins. Co. vs. Montgomery...........d ROM OC Nos sea se 6uds 403 
Citizens’ Ins. Co. vs. Henderson Elevator Co....Ky. C. A. ....... 138, 142 
Clemment’s Adm’r vs. German Ins. Co.......... Melon Sie Mere aki sip are 114 
ROMO VO. EIR BOO NGO 6 i 6 60 dis 0:5 6 6-6 cele no's ee pe Ge, Ci ses aece 354 
Collrnan vs. Equitable Life Assur. Soc’y of U. S..Ilowa S. C. ......... 332 
Continental Casualty Co. vs. Waters............ a Pen. talkies aane/diacs 152 
Coughlin et al. vs. Knights of Columbus. . 6 HE Ge Eaten es 44 
Crawford's Adm’r vs. Travelers Ins. Co......... MeN ya cvae'e autres 305 
Dalton vs. Knights of Columbus................ Comins. GC. Be cosas 896 
Davis vs. Pioneer Mut. Ins. Ass’n.............+. RET te RN Sees wre 143 
Davis vs. Supreme Council Royal Arcanum...... BABAS Gs Kc Kind eure 611 
EPOES ID BINGE: CMON vance ecncsenceeschees cur 4 A ee, See 73 
SIS BS EN is. sto 0G RA nce Nes 6 OE A oo nnd 605% a OO: a eta 167 
Duffy, Jr., vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Co......... ee Ge OG. 6. cinse-ciny 25 
East Carolina Ry. Co. vs. Maryland Casualty Co.N. C. S. C. ........ 1031 
Edgefield Mfg. Co. vs. Maryland Casvalty Co...S. C. S. C. ......... 1026 








1907. ] Cases Reported. 


Edwards et al. vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Ass’n...... 
net ak. Life Assur. Soc’y of U. S. vs. Babbitt 


Ins. 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Bodge 
Ferguson vs. Lumbermen’s Ins. Co 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. Thompson 
Fire Ass’n of Philadelphia vs. Appel 
Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co. et al. vs. Palatine Ins. 


Fish vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co 
Freed vs. American Fire Ins. Co 
Fries-Breslin Co. vs. Star Fire Ins. Co 
Gaines vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co 
Galliher vs. State Mut. Life Ins. Co 
Garcelon vs. Commercial Travelers’ 
Accident Ass’n 
Garrebrant vs. Continental Ins. Co.. eueaal 
Geraghty vs. Washtenaw Mut. Fire Ins. Co.. ji ‘ 
German-American Ins. Co. vs. Southern Ry. CoS C. 4 € 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport, IIl., vs. Good- 
friend 
Germania Fire Ins. 
Ins. Co. vs. Milli 
Gillespie vs. Scottish Union & National Ins. Co..W. 
Gish et al. vs. Insurance Co. of North America...Okla. 
Glens Falls Ins. Co. vs. Michael et al I 
Globe & Rutgers Fire Ins. Co. vs. David Mof- 
fat Co 
Graham et al. vs. German American Ins. Co.— 
German Ins. Co, vs. Kistner.—Royal Ins. 
Co. vs. Silberman 
‘Guthrie Laundry Co. vs. Northern Assur. Co.. 
Hale vs. Michigan Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co. ..Mich. 
Baere WS. EMIGHIGNS NOUS: 55 cccckecccaweancans Neb. 
Harris vs. Phoenix Accident & Sick Benefit 


Ins. 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Benjamin Whitman. .. 
a ee Grain Co. vs. Insurance Compa- 


es: - heen s Mut. Benev. Ass’n 

Herdic vs. Maryland Casualty Co 

Herdic vs. Maryland Casualty Co 

Hiscock, Trustee in Bankruptcy, vs. Jacob M. 
Mertens fe 

Holder et al. vs. Prudential Ins. Co........... ’ 

Holmes vs. Continental Casualty Co 

Home Lodge Ass’n vs. Queen Ins. 


Hunt vs. U.S. Acc. Ass’n 

Industrial Mut. Indemnity Co. vs. Thompson... 
Jagoe vs. Ztna Life Ins. Co 

eee et al. vs. Security Trust & Life Ins. 


Ins. Co 
‘Kelly et oe vs. Liverpool & London & Globe 
Ins. 
Kenefick vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Soc’y.....Mo. S 





1118 Insurance Law Journal. [Dec., 

PAGE 
Kennedy vs. Agricultural Ins. Co............06. Be By Bi Ce dccceciete 202 
Kennedy vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co. of N. Y....Minn. S. C. ......... 224 
Kimbro vs. New York Life Ins. Co...........08 OMRON. .s.ciasers 57 
Knights of Maccabees of the World vs. Gordon.. Ark. S. C. .......... 628 
Kornig vs. Western Life Indemnity Co......... DAN: D.C, > sicshc-e0%s 917 
Krause vs. Modern Woodmen of America....... bOWa Hein Vest ceeee 323 
Lane vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Co........... Ione vielen: 09.4 Socio go 
Langdeau vs. John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. Co..Mass. S. J. C. ....... 432 
Lenagh et al. vs. Commercial Union Assur. Co..Neb. S. C........... 526 
Leewis-v8. BLOtherhOOG ACC. GOs iiicics es csciscnsaes BS6s, BopiGe was cave 258 
Livingston et al. vs. Fidelity & Deposit Co......Ohio S. C. ......... 699 
Lynchburg Cotton Mill Co. vs. Travelers Ins. 

RO os wise ok arn aes Mikro inre maven aareeioed SOS Co As i cacds 437 
Mc Nicol vs. New York Life Ins. Co...........- Li SiG: Gk 273 
Mees vS.. Anchor Fire TASC. sis..6:0.5.0c.00 08% cease NCR PONG extevonccets 600 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Kephart............ aR OS). eee oe 650 
Meily Co. vs. London & Lancashire Fire Ins. Co.U. S. C. C. A. ...... 271 
Merriman vs. Grand Lodge Degree of Honor...Neb. S. C. .......5. 340 
Metcalf vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co............000- WV ABiERA Or Ree. invois Gathers ers 709 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. Ford............. RG MG oR PaisttK es 644 
Michaelsen vs. Security Mut. Life Ins. Co....... UW Storie aswinivte 470 
Mt. Eden Bank vs. Ocean Accident & Guaran- 

reser ee reese oe Nahas ewan ee RU MaMa: vi vcicents 88 
Miarray WS. State Tite Ins. GOs cdo. csaeiwee-oate ve RT Ss GE Ge sited aan 744 
Mutual Industrial Indemnity Co. vs. Perkins.....Ark. S. C. ......... 171 
Mutual Lite Ins: Co. vs. Lane etial. . ccccecs sede Jstieae, Wa Sy ee. -¥-aicabeigiote 451 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Reynolds. apes Se OLS, fesmcessreion 260 
Mutual Lite Ins. Co. vs. Stegall...........20..0068 Re Nee aati ee elt 1001 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass'n vs. Cotter et al. Ark. S. C. .......0. 334 
National Life Ins. Co. vs. Metropolitan Life 

BWR OAS asc chs os CChocrw ks Sie .5¥3, 66-51 BE ioe RS ANG Mito xieistale anv ee 577 
New Amsterdam Casualty Co. vs. Cumberland 

Telephone & Telegraph Co............5000. Us Suse. Xs s 621 
New Amsterdam Casualty Co. vs. Shields....... Uae ne Oe Se 1046 
New York Finance Co. vs. United Security 

Pete MOR PEGE OO rc ick os05 ks aa oeiece’s kala is ae ee hoe hinetra’ 666 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Chittenden & East- 

RMR EOE coco t sickle act be vn vig eteewiens BING Towa (8.20. cksvvdlionsk 633 
North British & Mercantile Ins. Co. vs. Tye....Ga. C. A. ......0005- 1006 
Owen vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co............ No} ces aca 760 
— Mut. Ins, Co. vs. Insurance Department : 

Rinna Gig aise acorn sk Gitta ate ete wai ws bate wd IN MG Ae sccmanes 562 
Palatine prop, Oca fee be Ug. 7 gs, © 8g: | a ae MU Se tee es Paxaieiaahs 616 
Paquette vs. Prudential Ins. Co.—Langdeau vs. 

ORIG is cr wdiieiate cernslas aki sniewncvheae eee ies Dass, S.J Cit. wccnd TI 
Parsons & Arbaugh et al. vs. Northwestern 

PYRE TMB ASO 5 sissies absent Saldace see FOWS SG) Wedenwwns 307 
Patton vs. Continental Casualty Co............. wenn S.C, - 2é55%1000 3O8D 
Pearce Mig. Co. ys. Lebanon Mut. Ins. Co.....,.Pa: S. Coo. dccecs 444 


Penn Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Barnett’s Adm’r.....Ky. C. A. .......00+ 348 
Penn Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Ornaver............ ROU UE Rs. uence awe 991 
ORLY BEB. WE. OEE 6 vlc n tsi ese pas cub ee'e's OR Ne ee re 836 
Phoenix Ins. Co: vs. Wintersmith et ux..........Ky. C. As. . se cse cee 025 
Physicians’ Defense Co. vs. O’Brien, Ins. Com’r. Minn. S. C. ........ 492 
Prince vs. State Mut. Life Ins. Co. . scmicct toe GR etka, WES Gk eN 872 
Queen of Arkansas Ins. Co. vs. Cooper- Cryer Co. PE ee Oi wis lenes 159 
Rainer et ux. vs. Schulte...........-.seeeeeee Wis, 5. 1052 
Rebman vs. General Accident Ins. Co... ......PacS: Cy. os. cesse0e 653 
ReGen) (08) Ae, 3 a oy sow ansissacneauaneacel em fe Ny. ww vrttaevcaek- ee 
Repnond vs. National Life Ins. Co. of America..Tex. S. C. .......... 535 
Rochester German Ins. Co. vs. Schmidt et al....U. S. C. C. ......... 726 


Roloff et al. vs. Farmers’ Home Mut. Ins. Co.....Wis. S. C. 








1907. ] Cases Reported. 


Russell vs. German Fire Ins. Co inn, 
Scofield’s Adm’x vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co.. Vt. S. C. 


Security Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Berry Ark. §. 
Security Mut. Ins. Co. vs. J. E. Wisodien &Co..Ark. S. C. 
Sexton vs. National Life Ins. Co olo. 
Simmons vs. Western Traveiers’ Accident Ass’n.Neb. S. € 
Star Fire Ins. Co. vs. Chas. E 

Starr vs. A&tna Life Ins. Co 

Stephens vs. Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co.. 

Sullivan vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co ‘ 
Svea Ins. Co. et al. vs. Vicksburg S. & P. Ry. Co.U. 16 ¢ 
Swing vs. Red River Lumber Co i 

Swing, Trustee, vs. Weston Lumber Co 

Tanenbaum vs. Federal Match Co 

Thomas vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co 

Thompson vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co.......... 

Thompson vs. Piedmont Mut. Ins. Co.......... = € 
United Life Ins. Co. vs. Spinks 

U. S. Fidelity & Guaranty Co. vs. Downey.. 

Vancura vs. Zapadni Cesko Bratrska Zednota. ...Neb. 

Van Norman vs. Modern Brotherhood of 


Walker, Stratman & Co. vs. Black 
Ward et al. vs. David & Jonathan Lodge No. 

1976, G. U. O. O. F. in America 
Waters vs. Security Life & Annuity Co 
Watson vs. Travelers Ins. _ 

Waukau Milling Co. et al. 

Fire Ins. Co. et al i 
Weidner vs. Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co...Wis. S. C. 
Wells vs. Union Central Life Ins. Co Ar 
Wheeler vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co. of N. Y....Ga 
Whitfield, etc., vs. A2tna Life Ins. Co 
Wilder vs. Continental Casualty Co 
Williams vs. U. S. Fidelity & Guaranty Co.. 

Wilson vs. Washington Life Ins. Co 

Wolcott vs. State Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co.. 

Wolcott vs. State Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co 

Wolverine Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. Phenix Ins. Co. Mich = C. 
Woodmen of the World vs. Walters 

Vates: v6: THOMASON €8 Pi weceised se cecdaessewed A rk. S. € 
Zearfoss vs. Switchmen’s Union 

Zinn et al. vs. Germantown Farmers’ Mut. ine. 


LOWER COURT DECISIONS. 


Arlington Co. vs. Empire City Fire Ins. Co 

Braddock vs. Manhattan Life Ins. Co 

Downs vs. German Alliance Ins. Co. et al 

Langdon vs. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co.... 
Stevens vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Co........ Mo. C 


MISCELLANEOUS DECISIONS. 


Brown vs. Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n Til. S.C. 
Bruner vs. Brotherhood of American Yeomen...Iowa S. 
Burt vs. Burt et al 

Continental Casualty Co. vs. Jennings et al 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Wade 

Craiger vs. Modern Woodmen of America 





1120 Insurance Law Journal. 


<omioet vs. Northwestern Traveling Men’s 


Equitable Life Assur. Society vs. Perkins 

Farmers’ & Mechanics’ Life Ass’n vs. Caine 

‘Gordon’s Estate J 

Growbarger et al. vs. United States Fidelity & 
Guaranty Co. et al K 

Henry vs. Green Ins. Co. of America 

Johnson al. vs. Mercantile Town Mut. Fire 


Ins 

Kanene City Hydraulic Press Brick Co. vs. Na- 
tional Surety Co 

Kieseweiter vs. Supreme Tent of Knights of 
Maccabees of 

Knights of Modern Maccabees vs. Grice et al. ... 

McNeill vs. Chinn 

Markham vs. Supreme Court Independent 
Order of Foresters 

Mathewson vs. Sup. Council, Royal Arcanum.... 

Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. City of N 


Modern Order of Pretorians vs. Hollmig 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. Vincent 
Monger & Henry vs. Queen Ins. Co 
Murphy vs. Nowalk 
National Protective Legion vs. 

surance Commissioner 


Reed vs. Bankers’ Union of the Weck selpereaineel 
Rohloff vs. Aid Ass’n for Lutherans, etc. 
Royle Mining Co. vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co.. 
Samsen’s Estate 
Schmidt vs. Hauer 

‘Scow vs. Supreme Council of Royal League 
Shumaker vs. Security Life & Annuity Co. of 


Solomon vs. American Guild 

Spear vs. Boston Relief Ass’n et a. 

‘Stahl vs. Grand Lodge, A. O. U. W 

Stone vs. N. J. & H. R. Railway & Ferry Co.. 

Supreme Council Knights and Ladies of — 
lumbia vs. Apman 

‘Supreme Lodge Knights and Ladies of Honor 
vs. Johnson 

Swing vs. Rose et al 

Thorp vs. Cato et al 

Tice vs. Supreme Lodge K. P 

U. S. Fidelity & Guaranty Co. vs. State ex rel. 
Smith 

Vogt Machine Co. vs. Felser 

“Wichman vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co 

Woody’s Adm’r vs. Schaaf et al 

Zimmerman, Jr., vs. Supreme Tent of Knights 
of the Maccabees of the World............M 





CASES AND AUTHORITIES CITED. 


PAGE 
Aachen & Munich Fire Ins. Co. 

vs. Crawford 
Abbeville, etc., Co. vs. Western, 

OG. COS ce ccscesiccacateavens 1042 
Abraham vs. Ins. Co. 

Adair vs. Southern Mutual Ins. 

COe ivietce adcvegieeveswns 889 
Etna Ins. Co. vs. Johnson .... 223 
Etna Ins. Co. vs. Shryer 403 
7Etna Life Ins. Co. vs. France.. 459 
Etna Life Ins. Co. vs. Milward. 922 
Agen vs. Met. Life Ins. Co.922, 933 
Albany City Ins. Co. vs. Keating 739 
Alexander vs. Cont. L. Ins. Co.. 35 
Alkan vs. N, Hy, Ine: Co. ....:. 331 
Allen vs. Allegheny County .... 413 
Allesina vs. London Ins. Co.... 308 
Allesina vs. London & L. & G. 

Ins. Co. 

Alinut vs. Sub. High Court ... 

Alter vs. Union Casualty Co.. 

Am. paen Co. vs. Burke et 
al. 

American Central: Ins. 
Heaverin 
American Cent. 
Murphy 
American Central Life Ins. Co. 

et al. vs. Landau 
American Co. vs. Felder 
American F. Ins. Co. vs. Bright- 

on C. M. Co. 
Amer. F. Ins. Co. vs. Brooks .. 
Amer. Ins. Co. vs. Hampton ... 
Am. Ins. Co. vs. Klink 
Am. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Adn’r 9. 
American Mutual Aid Society 

vs. Helburn 
American Order of Protection 

vs. Stanley 
American Surety Co. vs. Pauly. 
—s Union Life Ins. Co. 
vs. 
Am. & Surety Co. vs. Pauly.. 
Amicable Society vs. Bolland. . 
Ampleman vs. Ins. Co. 
Anderson vs. Fitzgerald 
Andrews vs. Tuttle-Smith Co.. 
Anoka Lumber Co. vs. Fidelity 

& Casughty CO... cccdecines 225 
Anthony vs. Massachusetts 

Benefit Ass’n ...... 
Anthony vs. Mercantile “Acci- 

dent Ass’n 

VoL. XXXVI.—71. 


Ins. 


Tsett’s 


34 
790 


. 1033 
612 


8 Beebe vs. Ins. Co. 
\ 


PaGE 


oe vs. Mer. Accident Ins. 


Appleton I. Co. vs. B. A. A. Co. a 
Arlington Co. vs. Colonial Ins. 


WMatierareg: skiaicne Weer uns 
Arnold vs. Park 
Asbury Ins. Co. vs. Warren. 
Assur, Co. vs. Altheimer 
Assur. Co. vs. Munger 
Atchison, T. & S. F. R 

vs. Matthews 


908 
Att'y Gen. vs. so L.. Ins..Co.. 35 
Ayres we. Wiss Gon .vsccsiceccas 136 
Badenfeld vs. ae. Acc. Ass'n, 
262, 751 
Badger vs. Platts 


8 Baile vs. Ins. Co 


Ins. Co. 

Kansas City 

Mutual Benefit Ass'n. 642 
Paullina 


Bailey vs. 
Bailey vs. 
Bailey vs. 
Bailey vs. 
Baker vs. 
Baker vs. Johnson Co. 

Baldwin vs. Foss 

Baldwin vs. Leonard 

Baldwin vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. ... 2 
Bales vs. Gilb 

Bank vs. 

Bank vs. 

Bank vs. 

ite Wis I COs cccccacanee 1034 
Bank of Washington vs. Hume. 434 
Barbot vs. Mutual Reserve .... 
Barker vs. Ry. Co. 

Barnard vs. Ins. Co. 


4 Barnard vs. Nat. F. Ins. Co. a 


Hartford 765 
Dariet V6. Evl@e wi. cis ccicwacs 379 
Barnes vs. 3916) CO. 5 ccscnscecss 806 
Barret vs. Belshe 257 


§ Barrett vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 944 


Barrow S. S. Co. vs. Kane 

Bates vs. Mortgage Co. 

Baumgart vs. Modern Wood- 
men 

ae vs. Credit Guarantee 

Beach ‘ys. Supreme Tent, Kts. 
of Maccabees 


613 Beaks vs. Phoenix Ins. Co 


Bean vs. Atna Life Ins. Co. ... 
aNd elt atone 671 





1122 


PAGE 
WN, dT. Go, s6 om 
Northwestern Nat. 
BOB GIy fot cakadecibienane 1014 
ilar R. M. Co. vs. London 
& L. F. Ins. Co. 
Benjamin vs. Benjamin 
Bennecke vs. Ins. Co. 
Bentley vs. Ins. Co 
Bentz vs. N. W. Aid Ass’n..... 
Berry vs. Graddy 
Berry vs. Knights Templars’ & 
M. Life Indemnity Co 
Berwick vs. Dusenberry 
Beuttell vs. Magone 
Beymer vs. Bonsall 
ee WO) EME. GO. iin snccs one 35 
Billings vs. Metropolitan Ins. Co. 101 
Bingham vs. Ins. 
Blackstone vs. Allemannia Fire 
TID is mah wep iby ede aes 879 
Blackwell vs. Mortgage Co. .... 974 
Blake vs. Exchange Ins. Co... .1013 
Bloom vs. State Ins. Co. ....... 
Bolles vs. Chauncey 
Borden vs. Railroad 
Borough vs. Geer 
Boss vs. Lite Ins. Co. 2.00.56 375 
Boston & Albany R. R. Co. vs. 
O'Reilly 
Boyd vs. Ins. 
Boyle vs. Ins. 447 
Brady vs. Northwestern Ins. Co. 487 
3rattleboro East Soc. vs. Reed. 35 
BROWS: TOS, GG. 3.665500 356, 1034 
Bright’s Ex’rs vs. Swinebroad.. 77 
Brignac vs. Life Ins. Co. ...... SS 
Brisban vs. Boyd 
British America Assur. 
Cooper ..... 
Broadway Ins. Co. vs. ’ Doying.. 
Brown vs. City of Aurora 
Brown vs. Corbin 
Brown vs. Ins. Co. 35 
Brown vs. Modern Woodmen . 
Brown vs. State Ins. Co. 
Brown vs. United States 
Bruce vs. Schuyler 
Brun vs. Supreme Council .... 
Brunswick, etc., Co. vs. North- 
ern Assur. Co. 
Bryne vs. Crowninshield 
Bufford vs. McKee 
Bullen vs. Trading Co. ......... 
Burch vs. Americus Grocery Co. 475 
Burge Bros. vs. Ins. Co. 
Burger vs. Mutual Ins. Co. .... 7 
Burghardt vs. Van Deusen .... 
Burhans vs. Corey 
Burkhard vs. Travelers Ins. Co. 
43, 158, 654, 751 
en <1 oe 


Behlin vs. N. 
ee vs. 


eri 237 
515 
074 


558 


, B46 


325 
datarca 234 


Burlingame vs. 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[ Dec., 


PAGE 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. a 
] 


y 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Threl. - 


keld 
Burner’s Adm’r vs. 
American Ins. Co. 
Burt vs. Union Central Life Ins. 


German 


Butler vs. Grand Lodge 
Butterfield vs. Ogborn 
Butterworth vs, Kritzer 
Button vs. Am., etc., Co. 

Butts vs. Newton 

Cahill vs. Ins. Co. 

Caledonia Ins. Co. vs. Cook ... 


9 California Ins. Co. vs. Gracey.. 


California Ins. Co. vs. Union 
Gompress C0. cciscicces 136, 877 

Campbell vs. American F. Ins. 
er ee ee re 403, 1054 

Campbell vs. New England _ 
Ins. Co 

3 Capital City Ins. Co. vs. Caldwell - 
BOO actor Severusindeees 205 

COR $8118. GO, ois sowcc oes 322 

Cargill et al. vs. Millers’ & 
Mfrs.’ Mut. Ins. Co. 

Carnegie vs. Morrison 

Rei 08. ERB COO). 5.5.5: sosswecséciciins 187 

—— vs. AHemania F. Ins. 
oO, 

Carpenter vs. Am. Ins. Co. .... 

Carpenter vs. Providence Wash- 
ington Ins. Co. 

Carpenter ys. Supreme Council 
L ©, 71. 


282 


; 21 
Carrigan vs. Mass. Benefit Ass’n 112 
Carroll vs. Girard Fire Ins. Co.. 198 
CONG1) ¥6; TMD. CO. ws iiascc ves 204 
Carrollton Furniture vs. 
PD, Oe Oe ci acct ones 282 
Corson We: 18, (C6. 29.5 oe wins 874 
Carson vs. Jersey City Ins. Co. 762: 
Carson City Sav. Bank vs. Ele- 
vator Co. 
Carter vs. 73 
Case, J. I., Threshing M. Co. vs. 
Eichinger 
Cason vs. Owens 
Castner vs. 
Ins. Co. 
Caywood vs. Farrell 
Cent. Bank vs. Hume 
Central Bank of Washington vs. 
Hume 
Central Bridge Corporation vs. 
Butler 
Central Ins. vs. National 
NE, © re een ee 515 
Chambers vs. Northwestern Ins. 





1907.] 


Chambliss vs. Reppy 
Champlin vs. Railway Passenger 
PUR NGOS ccc cémanne sdeneaee 158 
Chappell vs. Purday 
Chattanooga Foundry & Pipe 
Works vs. City of Atlanta.. 
Chattanooga Nat'l Building & 
Loan Ass‘n vs. Denson .... 413 
Chesbrough vs. Home Ins. Co.. 848 
Cheshire vs. Burlington 
Chester, Adm’r, vs. Ins. Co.... 
Chicago, Indianapolis & Louis- 
ville Railway Co. vs. Mc- 
Guire 413 
Christianson vs. C., St. P., M. & 
O. Ry. Co. « 
I 


718 


Church vs. Johnson 

City Electric Ry. Co. v 
INBEIOMOL CRONE sien veac ess 

City of Covington vs. Bostwick 

City P. & S. M. Co. vs. Mer- 
chants’ M. & C. M. F. Ins. 

i. 

Clark: vs. DRWSOR: <6 6c ec ie ee 378 

Clark vs. Manufacturing Co.... 730 

Clark Co. vs. Rice 714 

Clay vs. Phoenix Ins. . 1014 

Cleveland Paper Co. vs. Courier 


271 
650 


Cluff vs. Mutual Benefit Life 
Ins. Co. 
Cobb vs. Ins. Co. 
Cobb vs. Simon 
Cochran vs. People’s Railway 
Railroad 
Grand Rapids 


oO, 
Bankers’ 


i. 
Coffin vs. 
Coit vs. 
Colby vs. Ins. 


Collins 
Ins. Co. 

Collins vs. Davis 

Collins vs. London Assur. Corp. 765 

Columbian Ins. Co. vs. Law- 
FONGE vaciroccaxecwnsaes 728, 


Com. Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Wm. Knabe Mfg. Co. ..... 

Commercial Travelers’ Ass’n vs. 
Fulton 

Commonwealth 
Bicycle Ass’n 

Concord Ins. Co. vs. Woodbury 

Condon vs. Mutual Reserve ... 

Coniff vs. Jamour 

Conn. Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 
PU ae erm eee eee 4 

Connecticut Mutual L. Ins. Co. 
vs. Schaefer 

Conner vs. Welch et al. 

Connolly vs. Union Sewer Pipe 


Cais irnc teas cid ipa ote 7 


vs. Accident 


729 
112 


, 834 
Providence 
497 
306 


vs. 


Cases and Authorities Cited. 


’ Crotty vs. 


Crouse vs. Fire Ins. Co. 


2 eat Point Iron Co. 


5 Davenport & St. 


112: 


PAGE 
Considine vs. Metropolitan L. 
Ins. Co. 4 
Consolidated R. E. & F. I. Co. 
vs. Cashow 
Cont. F. Ins. Co. vs. Adams.... 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Munns. 
Continental Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Palmer 37 
Continental National Bank of 
Chicago vs. McGeoch 
— vs. West Chester F. Ins. 


312 


Cooper vs. Mass. Life Ins. Co.. 

Cooper vs. Phoenix Acc. Ass’ n. 1000 

Copeland vs. Ins. Co. 

Corey vs. Sherman 

Cornish vs. Accident Ins. Co. .. 

Corson vs. Anchor Mut. Ins. Co. 235 

ce vs. Fidelity & Casualty 
seve’ eeeend BO ege ae Sean 

Coughlin vs. Metropolitan Life 
Ins. ; 

County of La Salle vs. Milligan. = 

Cox vs. Royal Tribe 

Creutz vs. Heil 

Crews & Crenshaw vs. 

Crissman vs. McDuff 

Cronin vs. Sup. Council Royal 
League 

Crook vs. Cowan 

Crosgrove vs. Crosgrove 

Union Mutual 


440 


State... 


Ins. 
whee aa deta tre. foetal 464 
eer. 671 
Crown Point Iron Co. vs. tna 
SAS CO. vw ca bets vows 36, 38, 907 


vs. Ins. 
nates, Wane am aaa tate 309 


Co. 


9 Ciena vs. Wheeler 


Cunnius vs. Reading School 
BMAGLICE xis foe RP 635 
Curtis vs. March 791 
Cushing vs. Ins. Co... e...6cs<6. 403 
Cushman vs. U. S. Life Ins. Co. 


Cuthbertson vs. Ins. Co 359 
Daggett vs. Champlain Mfg. Co. 174 
Daly vs. Ins. Co. 7 
Daniels vs. Hudson River F. 

NS CON a2) oi toiot anaes 433 
Daniels vs. N. > Eee 


We Cera cn deenasecest 478, 61 
Daniels vs. Pratt ie 


3 Danley vs. Crawl 


Dautel va: Ine. Co). .06.. 2. 187 
P. Re Car wa 
Rogers 


Davis vs. Chicago Edison Co.. 
Davis vs. Phoenix Ins. Co 
Day vs. Spiral Springs Buggy Co. 
Decouche vs. Savetier 





1124 


Delaney vs. Modern Accident 
Club 

Delaware Ins. 
City Ins. Co. 

De Loy vs. Travelers Ins. Co.. 


Denver, etc., R. R. Co. vs. _—. 
ler 


De Rothschild vs. Royal Mail. 
Steam Packet Co. 

Deuble vs. Grand Lodge A, 2. 
U. W. 


Dewey vs. Railway Co. ...... 8, 670 
ies 1024 


Dezell vs. Fid. & Cas. Co. 

Dick et al. vs. Eg. Fire & Ma- 
rine Ins. Co. 

Diehl vs. — County Mutual 
Ins. 

Diel vs. Mo. Pac. Ry. Co. 


Dilleber vs. Home Life Ins. Co. 539 


Dimick vs. Metropolitan Life 
Ins. 
Dinan vs. 
Ass’n 
Dobbins vs. Ins. Co. 
Dobson vs. Sotheby 


Dodge vs. Hopkins 


Supreme Council 


Insurance Law Journal. 


wie iitets sted 248 


Ri vekans saa saci sacar 76 


Eames vs. Ins. Co. 

Earnshaw vs. Sun Mutual 
Society 

East Texas F. Ins. Co. vs. Blum 

East oe F. Ins. Co. vs. Per- 


Aid 


043 Ree vs. Railroad 


Eddy vs. Ins. Co. 
— vs. Horner-Miller Mfg. 


Edwards vs. Aberayron Mut. 
Ship. Ins. Soc’y 


Egan vs. Ins. Co. 


4 Egberts vs. Dibble 


Electric Light Co. vs. Lusby... 
Elgutter vs. Mut. Res. Fund L. 


Eliot Nat. Bank vs. Beale 

Elkins vs. Ins. Co. 

Elliott vs. Capital City Bank.. 

Ellis vs. Kreutzinger 

Embry’s Adm’r vs. Harris 

Empire Ins. Co. vs. American 
Ins. Co. 


[Dec., 


PAGE 


677 


443 
990 


3 Edgerly vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co. .. t 


7 Rubber Mfg. Co. vs. 
Morris 
Empire State Ins. Co. vs. Ameri- 


908 
Dohmen vs. Niagara Falls Co.. 615 
ORO: $0, AGO 4 ke cdcsiscecsc<s B25 
eae 8, IS. GO. tocnis ceiksne's 820 


Dolan vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Ass’n 

Donahue vs. Ins. Co. 

Donley vs. Glens Falls Ins. Co. 

Donnell vs. Wright 

Donogh vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co. . 

Donovan vs. Pitcher 


can Central Ins. Co. 
Engelhardt vs. 
D. S. & Loan Ass’n 


oa Entwistle vs. Travelers 3 
Mutual Aid & Be- 


Epstein vs. 
nev. Ass’n ... aclu 
Equitable Ins. Co. VS. ‘Harvey.. 


4 Equitable L. A. S. vs. Clements. 


9 
Fifth Ward, P. 


ener vs. Greenwich Ins. Equitable Life Assur. Society vs. 


Paterson 
g6 Equitable Life Assur. Soc. 
Warren Deposit Bank ..... 
og Ermentrout vs. Girard F. & M. 
Ins. Co. 
Ervay vs. Fire Ass’n 
Esch vs. Home Ins. Co. 

90 (EEVONG VE. SACOONE 65 oo csc na 5 
Evans vs. Masonic Relief Ass’n 
Accident Ass’n Exchange Bank of Webb City 

Dunning vs. Mass., etc., Ass’n..1022 vs. Thuringia Ins. Co. 

Dupin vs. Mut. MR ie cies 250 F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Peterson.. 527 

Dupreau vs. Hibernia Ins. Co. . 601 Farmers’, etc., Ins. Co. vs. 

oeran V6. 16. GO. . icsiiccscces 1034 MMMM pol acd. We ints as Wes stall 

Durkee vs. India Ins. Co. ...... 435 Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. Wells ... 

Duvall vs. Goodson 5 Farmers’ Mutual F. Ins. Co. vs. 

Eadie vs. Slimmon 417 Fogelman 

Eagan vs. Atna F. & M. Ins. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. 

WR ech ec carcas nis aouars 638 Phenix Ins. Co. 


Saides vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. ... 
Dunbrack vs. Neall 3 
Duncan vs. Preferred Mutual 


Eagan vs. British & Foreign Ins. 
Co. 


ger 
Farmers’ Mutual Ins. ager 


Eagle Ins. Co. vs. Lafayette .... 
of Lancaster vs. Graybill.. 


POE VE, FE: Sais vin dccres ex 1029 





1907.] 


PAGE 


Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. 
vs. Michel 527 

Farnum vs. Blackstone Canal .. 128 

Farnam vs. Es. €6.. 5.26. ccccec 203 

Farr vs. Peterson et al. ........ 714 

Felker vs. Emerson 

Fell vs. McHenry 

Fellows vs. Smith 

Fenton vs. Fid. & Cas. Co. ....1034 

Ferguson vs. Union Mutual Life 
BEE, Cl iN os eicivietdent x calee peewee 113 

Fertilizer Co. vs. Moore ....... 679 

Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. 
CINAIBEER «oko cs ce weacereries 751 

Fid. & Cas. Co. vs. Freeman... 921 

Fid. & Cas. Co. vs. Lowenstein.1024 

Fidelity, etc., Co. vs. Chambers. 158 

Fidelity, etc., Co. vs. Sittig.158, 751 

Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n_ vs. 
Mettler 

Fidelity Mutual Life Ass’n vs. 
Winn 

Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Co. 
Bussell 

Fidelity Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 

109 

Fidelity Trust Co. vs. Marshall. 420 

Field vs. B. and L. 

Finch vs. Modern Woodmen of 
America 

Findly vs. Tyler 

Fink vs. Queen Ins. Co 

Finley vs. Curd 

Fire Ass’n vs. Dobbins 

Fire Ins. Co. vs. Throop 

First Congregational Church vs. 
Holyoke Mutual F. Ins. Co. 845 

First Nat’] Bank vs. U. S. Fidel- 
ity & Guar. Co. 

Fiske vs. Royal, etc. 

Fitzsimmons vs. City F. Ins. Co. 
of New Haven 

Fleming vs. Gilbert 

Flinn vs. Bldg. Ass’n 

Flower vs. Wikovsky 

Follis vs. U. S. Mut. Accident 
Ass’n 

Foot vs. Aitna Life Ins. Co. 

Ford vs. Ellingwood 

Foster vs. Fidelity Fire Ins. Co. sho 

Foster vs. Van Reed 305 

Fourth National Bank vs. Olney 8 

Fowble vs. Ins: Co. c.césccsacc on 

Frame vs. Frame 

Frankenthal vs. Assurance Co.. 

Franklin Life Ins. Co. vs. Galli- 
ga 72. 335, 404 

Freeman vs. Mercantile Accident 
Ass’n 

Freeman vs. Travelers Ins. Co.. 

Fritts vs. Palmer 


822 


1050 


Cases and Authorities Cited. 


8 German Ins. 


1 Germania F. Ins. Co. vs. Schild 


5 Globe Mut. Life Ins. 


751 
08 


1125 


PaGE 


Fallsur 08. 208s Ons 6 cceceesans 782 
Fuller vs. Linzee 
Furbush vs. Maryland pape 

CG) sianvinca'eouwene whee daads 921 
Gaines vs. Supreme Council... 741 
Galloway vs. Standard F. Ins. 

Oi in scnniedeotan ede cneata 443 
Gandy ve. Ens. CO. ce < cae caens 168 
Gaskarth vs. Law Union F. Ins. 

Co. 488 
Gas Light €o. vs. KR. BR. Cas 2c. ‘. 
Gauch vs. St. Louis Mut. L. 

Ins. Co. 

Gault vs. Gault 
Geare vs. United States Life 

Ins. 

Geiss vs. Franklin ity CO. aces 
German Am. Ins. Co. vs. Har- 


250 
75 


Ins. Co. vs. Nie- 


per 
German, etc., 
wedd 
German Ins. Co. vs. Brown . . 154 
German Ins. Co. vs. Hart. . .. 366 
German Ins. Co. vs. Hearne.... 
German Ins. Co. vs. Hum- 
271 
German Ins. Co. vs. Shader . 
Co. of Freeport, 
Ill., vs. Allen 
Germania Fire 
Brownwell 56 
Germania Fire Ins. 
Deckard 


235 


250 
795 
Gibbes en Co. vs. Roper 973 
Gibson vs. Ins. 

Gilbert vs. New Zealand Ins. Co. sen 
Gilmore vs. Knights of Colum- 


Given vs. Rettew 
Glass vs. Masons’ Fraternal Ac- 
cident Ass’n 


3 Glass vs. Walker, Assignee .... 


Glenn: ve: THe cho inc eilne' 375 
Co. vs. 
Johns 
Gold vs. Sum Tes, Co... 063 cccuce 403 
Good vs. Buckeye, etc., Co. 
7 Goodman vs. Munks 
Goodwin vs. Assur. Society . 
Goodwin vs. Provident Sav. Life 
Assur. Soc. of New York.. 
eter vs. Dwelling House Ins. 
Sia wimate, Gta meth te <elea ate Ea 766 
Gould. 9 WR le ee ccancvhen 448 
Grabbs vs... Ine: €@t..< oi. scsscces 1033 
Grady vs. Home Fire & Marine 
Ne: CO 7 eco tseaecanaaes 775 
Gragg vs. Home Ins. Co. ...... 155 
Graham et al. vs. German-Am- 
evita 308; CO. os. cetneees 773 





1126 


PAGE 


Grand Lodge vs. Graham ...... 333 
Grand Rapids Ins. Co. vs. Finn. 197 
Grant vs. Alabama Gold Ins. Co. 34 
Grant vs. Howard Ins. Co. ..... 844 
Gray vs. Western Union Tele- 
GONE AL,, ch wxcsn o5.0 sades 473 
Greenleaf vs. Ins. Co. 
Greenlee vs. Ins. Co. 
Greenwich Ins. Co. vs. 
ville & Nashville R. R. Co. 964 
Greenwich Ins. Co. vs. State 


54, 600, 883 


Grier vs. Ins. 

‘Griffey vs. N. Y. "Oae. Ins. Co.. 

Grissell vs. R. R. 

oe vs. Illinois Central R. 

oO. 

Groesbeck vs. Marshall 

Gross vs. Ins. Co. 

Gross vs. Milwaukee Mechanics’ 
Ins. Co. 

Gross et vs. 
Mech. Ins. Co. 

Guarantee Co. vs. Bank & Trust 
Co. 

Guarantee Co. 
Bank 

Guarantee Co. 
etc... 

Guaranty Soc. vs. Ford 

Gunther vs. New Orleans Cot- 
ton Exchange Mut. Aid 


I 
Milwaukee 


Mechanics’ 


»71, 592 
Mechanics’, 


vs. 


vs. 


Hahn vs. U. S. 
Hall vs. Boatwright 
Hall vs. State 
Hamilton vs. Home Ins. Co.... 
Hamilton vs. Ins. Co. 
Hamilton vs. Liverpool & Lon- 
don & Globe'Ins. Co. ..... 198 
Hamlin vs. Reynolds .......... 739 
Hancock Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
vs. Warren 


Hanf vs. Ass’n 3 
Hannan vs. Williamsburgh City 
, a8, Co. 
Hanover F. Ins. Co. vs. Brown. 388 
Hanrahan vs. Metropolitan Life 
BN AO hace cv iaaka cues 81, 762 
Hansen vs. Boyd 
Hardinger vs. Modern Brother- 
hood of America 
OO ae | 305 
Harper vs. Hampton 684 
Harrington vs. Keystone Ass’n. 93 
_— vs. North American Ins. 


Hart a Goldsmith 
Hart vs. Ins. Co. 


Insurance Law Journal. 


159 Heard, Assignee, vs. 


5 Holden vs. 


[Dec., 


PAGE 

Hart vs. National Masonic Ac- 

cident Ass’n 
Hartford F. Ins. 

cago, M. & S. P. R. Co. .... 964 
Hartford F. Ins. Co. vs. Chi- 

cago, etc., Bi RB G0. 66550 456 
Hartford F. Ins. Co. vs. Wilson 553 
Hartford Ins. Co. vs. McKenzie 515 
— Ins. Co. vs. Railroad 

oO 
Hartford Ins. Co. vs. Unsell . 
- Life Ins. Co. vs. Un- 

se 


; Harttord L. 


Eastman 
Hartman vs. — Ins. Co. i 


5 Harvey vs. Che 


306 

Hatch vs. Mutual "Lite Ins. Co.. 12 
Hathaway vs. Orient Ins. Co.. 
Havens vs. Ins. Co. ........ 189, 950 
Hawk vs. Chicago, Burlington 

& Northern Railroad Co. .. 5 
Hawkes vs. Slight 
Haydel vs. Mutual Reserve .... 
Wadham, 

Ex’r 
Hebner vs. Palatine Ins. Co. et 

BE cists cls eae tba. eae 765 
Heiman vs. Ins. Co. 677 
Heinlein vs. Imperial L. Ins. Co. 35 
Helme vs. Philadelphia Life Ins. 

Co. 34 
Henderson vs. Reynolds 791 
Henn vs. Metropolitan L. Ins. 
761 
766 
409 


Henning vs. Western Assur. Co. 
Henry vs. Grant St. Elec. Ry.. 


5 Herckenreth vs. American Ins. 


Oo. 
Herdic vs. 
Co. 
Herman vs. Schlesinger ...... 

Herr vs. Reinoehl 

Herron vs. Herron 

Prewitt V8; SCHWIZ ..cciecececcc 
Hill vs. Sewald 


Maryland Casualty 


25 
Hill vs. State 


Hilz vs. Railway 
Hingeston vs. Kelley 
Hippach vs. Makeever ......... 
Hoadly vs. Wood 
Prudential Ins. 
of America 
Holden vs. Stratton 


ee Adm’r vs. Phoenix 


F., ‘tee es, 
33 Holt vs. Winfeld Bank 
800 Home. Benefit Life 


Ass’n_ vs. 
Sargent 





1907. ] Cases and Authorities Cited. 


PAGE 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Kuhlman 391 Ins. Co. vs. Burroughs .. .. 
Home Ins. Co. vs, Adler 219 Ins. 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Baltimore Ins. 
Warehouse Co. ......... 136, 877: Ins. 
Home Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Roe.1or3 Ins. 
— en Ins. Co. of Cal. Ins. 
Ins. 
Ween, Mutual Life Ass’n vs. Ins. 
Gillespie Ins. 
Hooker vs. Cont. Ins. Co. Ins. : 
Hooker vs. Sugg Ins. . vs. Eggleston. .39, 236, 
Hooper vs. California 4 5 
Hoover vs. Royal Neighbors ... 282 Ins. 
Hopkins vs. Hopkins 34, Ins. 
Hopkins vs. Modern Woodmen Ins. 
of America 826 Ins. 
Hopkins vs. Northwestern Life Ins, id 
Assur. Co, : Ins. . Ves GOTNOG 206 cess 
Hopper vs. Sage Ins. . vs. Kemendo .. .. ... 
Hotham et al. vs. East — on 8 Ins. Se eee 
Houston vs. Farmers’ & Mer- Ins. . vs. Lauderdale .. . 
chants’ Ins. Co. Ins. y We ese ce 
Howard vs. Mutual Reserve.. 44 Ins. . vs. Little et al. 
Howerton vs. Ins. Co. : 185 Ins. , vs. MeAathor .. .... 
Hoxsie vs. Providence Mutual Ins. . vs. McClelland... .. .. 
. 1s. Coy 890 Ins. Co. vs. Meesman .. .. ... 
Hubbard vs. Stapp 38 Ins. . vs. Mowry 
Hubbard vs. Travelers Ins. Co.. Ins. . vs. Murphy 
Hubbard vs. Turner 839 Ins. . vs. Norton.... 
Huber vs. Martin et al. 66 Ins. . ws. Pierce:.... 
Hunt vs. United States Accident Ins. . vs. Prewitt 
Ass'n Ins. . vs. R. RB 
Hunton vs. Eupe Ins. . VS. - mn ee 
Hyde vs. Hartiord Fire Ins. Co. 877 Ins. " 
Hyde vs. Hvde Ins. . vs. Roe 
I. C. R. R. Co. vs. Colly . 50 Ins. Co. vs. Reniniké: 
a Co. vs. Ins. Co. Ins. Co. vs. Ruckman 
Illinois Steel Co. vs. Olste Waa. Co. uh SHE ce cae 
Imperial Ins. Co. vs. Coos.. Ins. bi VSE SHIMON eats Yes 6 
Imperial Ins. Co. vs. County of Ins. . vs. Spiers 
Coos 06 Ins. . vs. Stanton 2 
Indemnity Co. vs. Dorgan .,....1022 Ins. . vs. Transportation Co. 490 
Industrial & General Trust, Ins. . vs. Whitaker. . .801, 1051 
Ltd., vs. Tod Ins. . vs. Wilkerson .. .. .. 161 
In re Anderson’s Estate Ins. 3.0): eee 
In re Baltz’s Estate 39 Ins. E Woolverton aa 883 
In re Dobbel’s Estate ) International Trust Co. vs. Ins. 
In re Millers’ & Mfrs.’ Ins. Co.. 295 CO So civa, Nrawne Som Cas 62, 63 
In re Minneapolis Mut. Fire Ins. Ish vs. Crane et al. 
Co. 7 Iverson vs. Minnesota Mutual 
Bie les GOA i cacaascciass 743 
henge vs. Fidelity & en 


, Jackson vs. N. W. M. R. Ass’n. bm 
Ins. . Vs. i i Tacobs vs. Spalding 
Ins. . V3. hi Ma ea? Whe 07 James vs. Dalbey 3 
Ins. Co. vs. 3 James vs. Lycoming F. Ins. Co. 844 
Ins. . VS. 480 Tancko vs. West Coast Mfg. Co. 408 
Tns. . vs. Bradford .. .. .... 235 Jarrell vs. State 
Tns. . vs. Brodie 404 Jennings vs. Anderson 
Ins. . vs. Brown .. .. .. ... 685 Jennings vs. Chenango Ins. Co.. 2 





1128 


PAGE 


Jennings vs. Edgefield Mig. Co..1026 
Jennings vs. Railway 822 
Jennings vs. Rooney « 32 
Jermain vs. L. S., etc., Ry. Co.. 568 
Johannes vs. Standard Fire Of- 
fice (Limited) of London .. 
Fone 98,208; GO. sis. 06s sven 
Johnson vs. Abresh 877 
Johnson vs. London Guarantee, 
a, & : ee 158, 751 
Johnson vs. Massachusetts Ben. 
Ass’n 
Johnson vs. Mutual Life Ins. ee 
of New York 
Johnson vs. Pelot 9 
Johnson vs. Southern Mut. L. 
Ins. Co. 
Johnson vs. Trade Ins. Co. ....1042 
Johnson et al. vs. Ins. Co 782 
Johnston vs. Trade Ins. Co.....1043 
Johnston vs. West of Scotland 
RRR AE, ooh wos dasa as owetek 490 
Jolly vs. Balt. Ba. Soc. .....055 844 
Jones vs. Casualty Co. ......... 1034 
Jones vs. Dana 670 
WORER EVE DOES is ibe cccwaves 682 
Jordan vs. Osgood 113 
Jump vs. North British Ins. Co. 321 
Justices of Court of Special Ses- 
sions, ete., vs. People ex 
rel. Henderson 
K. of H. vs. Dickson a 
Kahnweiler vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. ov 
Kaiser vs. Nummerdor 
Kaplan vs. Niagara F. Ins. Co.. te 
Keene vs. New England Acci- 
dent Ass’n 


Kelley vs. Cable Co 

Kelly vs. Ins. Co. 

Kelly vs. People 

ae vs. eon Mutual Life 
ns. 

Kelly vs. toseuanh Mutual F. 

Ins. Co. 

Kelly et al. vs. City M. F. Ass’n 531 
Kelsey vs. Universal Life Ins. 

__ “Rape i aninpernetintic 435 
eendrick ve. Ths, Co; 66 <isccss 1033 
Kennedy vs. Bank 18 
Kent vs. Quicksilver Mining Co. 893 
Kenton Ins. Co. vs. Downs ... 
Kerr vs. Cusenbary 
Kidder vs. Supreme Command- 

ery Knights of the Golden 

Cross 
Kilbon vs. Ins. Co. 

King vs. Concordia F. Ins. Co.. 

ee WEIN GOs 6 aii sc o8 ces 782 
WIG (S40: VS COOK CUE). ose 8a 219 
Kircher vs. M. M. M. I. Co. ... 249 


210 


Insurance Law Journal. 


33 Logan vs. Fidelity & C. Co. ... 


[Dec., 


PAGE 
Kirkpatrick vs. Allemania F. 

SE oe ee eae 272 
Klass vs. Detroit . . 1000. 
Knickerbocker Life ‘Ins. ‘Co. vs. 

Pendleton 
Knights of Columbus vs. Rowe. 899. 


5 Knights of Pythias vs. Kalinski 237 


Knights Templars’ & M. Life 
Indemnity Co. vs. Jarman . 

Kocher vs. Sup. C. 

Korn vs. Mut. Ins. Co. 

Kornig vs. Western Life Indem- 


WMO: cickias Adee’ week 931 
Kortlander vs. Elston 300 


559 
50 


9 Krauss vs. Cope 
a ae 


R. R. Co. vs. Tink- 
hams’s Adm’r 
Ladd et al. vs. Etna Ins. Co. .. 
Lamb vs. Hinman 
Lamson vs. Boyden 
Peme WG, 0Ne. CO; cies acca esis i 
Lane vs. Krekle 
Langan vs. Supreme Council A. 
L. of H. 473, 803 
Langdeau vs. John Hancock 
Mutual L. Ins. Co. 
Lantz vs. Ins. Co. 
Later Bros. vs. Haywood 
Lathrop vs. Knapp 4 
Law vs. Mutual Tenkinns Ass’n. 1000 
Lawler vs. Murphy 
Lawrence vs. Kecidoniat Ins. 
RAO. teas vue reeswanerens 1050 
4 Lawrence vs. Ely 
BPO OR ENE COL. 4 56.6ke ss cesses 874 
Lepeett vs. 16.C0. occ eccccs 821 


I — vs. Manhattan Life Ins. 


ET CO Ee ert te 024 
Lerch vs. Freutel 375 


Lerdall vs. Charter Oak Life 
REID cinch siorciaeveealersy Atle dis 246 
Leroy vs. Crowninshield 682 


473 Lewis vs. Mutual! Life Ins. Co.. 992 


Liebenstein vs. AZtna Ins. Co. .1013 
Liebenstein vs. Baltic F. Ins. 
ouininbunaame nee tees 150, 1013 

Life Indemnity - vs. Jarman.. 862 
Life Ins. Co. vs. Terry 
Lincoln vs. Battelle 
ee" vs. Supreme Court I. 

NER No Gcrark tate Cesta waleelere a 922 
etc., Ins. 


Dav 
Sivespne & 1. & G.. Ine. Co. 

vs. Richardson Lumber Co.. 230 
559 


Liv expool 


a etc., Ins. Co. vs. Turn- 
1 


u 

London & Lancashire Fire Ins. 
Co. vs. Gerteisen ......... 3 

Long vs. Beeber 





1907.] 


PAGE 

Long vs. Lycoming Ins. Co. ... 890 
Longhurst vs..Ins. Co. «..2 06. 136 
Loomis vs. People 
Lord vs. A. M. A. A. 
Lorscher vs. Supreme Lodge of 

Mey Oh Fle cna wencccweetatales 632 
Lothrop. va. Ins. Cos... sesccss: 
Lothrop vs. Greenfield Stock 

& Mut. F. Ins. Co. . 
Louisville State Lottery Co. vs. 

Clark 


40 
470 


ive 
LOVIEN We B06 COS. diccenciced’s 165 
Lovick vs. Life Ass’n 
Lozano vs. Ins. Co. 
Lumber Co. vs. Fid. & Cas. Co.. 1034 
Lycoming Fire Ins. Co. 
Schwenk 
Lyman vs. Lauderbaugh 
Lynn Gas & Electric vs. Meri- 
den Ins. Co. 
Lyon vs. Grand Rapids 
Lyon vs. Sup. Ass’n 
M. Ins. Co. vs. Russell 
McBride vs. Ins. Co. ....... 294, 403 
McCarthy vs. Travelers Ins. Co.1050 
a vs. Provident S. L. A. 
oc 
McConnell vs. Kitchens 


McConnell vs. Prov. Sav. Life 


Ins. Co. 
MeCorkle vs. Texas Ben. Ass’n a 
McCormick vs. Gray 620 
McCormick vs. Springfield F. & 

M. Ins. Co. 
McCoy vs. 

Ins. Co. 
McCraw vs. Ins. Co. 
McDaniel vs. State 
McDowell vs. Morath ......... 
McEiroy vs. People 508 
Metros vs. Mich. Mut. L. Ins. 


McFarland vs. Accident Ass’n.. 
McGee vs. Hall 7 
McGlother vs. Prov. Mut. Acc. 
CO's Hic icics wetocudu Mowceicd 1024 
McGonigle Vii: FMS COk iyi ce che 
McGrath & Byrum vs. Barnes.. 
McIntire vs. Hughes 
McIntire vs. os 
McIntyre vs. ichi 
Ins. Co. 
McKenna vs. Ins. Co. 
McKinney vs. German Mut. 
PIve 20K C6). bo vieds vleweleee 233 
McLaughlin vs. Ins. Co 679 
—— vs. Supreme Coun- 


93 
McMaster vs. N. Y. Life Ins. Co. 43 


183 


Cases and Authorities Cited. 


“McNees vs. Ins. Co. 


1129 


PAGE: 


dha vauate 187 

McNees vs. Southern Ins. Co... 201 

McNierney vs. Agricultural Ins. 

oO. 125 

McPherson vs. Railway 

Machine Co. vs. Ins. Co. 

Mactier vs. Frith 

Main vs. Casserl 

Maisel vs. Ins. ki 

Mamlock vs. Fairbanks ....... 

Manchester Fire Ins. Co. 
Abrams 

Manhattan Life Ins. Co. 
Hennessy 


r Manhattan L. Ins. Co. vs. Smith 


© Mann vs. Pere Marquette R. Co. 
Manning vs. Poling 
Manning vs. United Order An- 
cient Workmen 
Acc. Ass’n_ vs. 
158 


Manufacturers’ 
Dorgan 
Manufacturers’ Accident Indem- 

nity Co. vs. Dorgan...751, 
Marble vs. City of Worcester... 
March vs. Ins. C 
Marcoux vs. Society 
Mark vs. Clark 
Marsh vs. American Legion of 


1050 
487 
8 


Marsh vs. Ins. Co. 3 

Marsh vs. Concord Mutual F. 
Trt Coe. cvcncnnenccecucees 148 

Marshal vs. Ins. Co. ......00s0 183 

Martel vs. Somers 7 

Marthinson vs. N. B. Mer. Ins. 
CAE in wucerosiawakawn aawene 233 

Martin vs. Equitable Accident 
Ass’n 8 

Martin vs. Ins. Co. 

Martin vs. Martin 

Martin vs. Railroad 

Martin vs. Stubbings 


Maryland Cas. Co. vs. Finch. . .1022 


3 Maryland Casualty Co. vs. Glass 834 
2g Mason vs. Telegraph Co. 


ascii SO 
Masonic Mut. Benefit Ass’n vs. 
Severson 


448 Masonic Mutual Benefit Society 


vs. Burkhart 
Massachusetts Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Eshelman 
Matt vs. Society ... 8 
Matthews vs. Associated Press. 893 


9 Matthews vs. Ins. C 


Matthie vs. Ins. Co. 1029 
Mausel vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila.. 
May vs. Buckeye M. Ins. Co.. 
Mayer vs. Ins. Co. 

Mayer vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co.. 34 
Mayor of New York vs. Butler 773 





11350 


PaGE 
Mechanics’ Ins, Co. vs. Thomp- 


Insurance Law Journal. 


» [Dec., 


PAGE 
Mullin vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co.. 215 


35 


Bk coh nn ipa minke ove eet 657 Mundt vs. Sheboygan, etc., Ry. 
Medbury vs. Hopkins ......... 683 MEN omucn veneeciben Lanicane cs 697 
Meech vs. National Acc. Soc... 800 Murphy vs. Mercantile Co..... 186 
Menk vs. Steinfort ............ 69:1 Murphy vs. North British & 
Merrill vs. Colonial Mutual F. MANCANUIG COs seniccesioest 201 

STS 6) eS Cee Reger es 29 Musbach vs. Chair Co.:........ 691 
Merriman — Keystone Mut. Mutual Accident Ass’n vs. Barry 

Ben. WA vavelen acoA Au hates 642, 1049 
Methvin vs. "Fidelity Mutual Life Mutual Benefit Ass’n vs. Harvey 109 

RON ROR ow altnccxs su eed 1005 Mut. Ben. Ass’n vs. Nancarrow 995 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. vs. 

PNUNNE, chiens «ohne 646 First. National Bank ....... 109 
Metzger vs. Manchester Fire Mutual Benefit L. Ins. Co. vs. 

MOONE GO ike wcirwsasne 215 TE scsi Gat eaivewe «ten 436 
Meyer vs. Knickerbocker L. Mutual Ins, Co. vs. Rowe ......1010 

Bh A nana ae xs $65 URGE 35 Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Young...61, 274 
Mickel vs. eee e siaia tate munee 333 Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Abbey. 271 
Pasckey v8, Ins, Gv 660...0.:65.5:9;6 42 Mutual L. Ins. Co. vs. Lewis.. 992 
Miles vs. Conn. Mutual Life Ins. Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Nich- 

fi scineed Me asiox sap siemens 433 Biot) <retote: awecombecale 1043 
Millard vs. Brayton ........112, 382 Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. O’Neil 944 
Miller vs. Ins. Co. ..... 142, 359, 390 _——. Life Ins. Co. vs. Thomp- 
Miller vs. Packing Co. ........ BR As WOMB a 5: ac: ea ested wake ostereenk 645 
Miller vs. Travelers’ Acc. Ass’n 870 Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Twy- 
Milliken vs. Dockray .......... 131 oe ee ere 107 
Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Wager 638 

vs. Russell ..... . .... 724 Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n 
Milwaukee Theatre Co. vs. Fi- RARE 4 sinks cakaxineeees 405 

rt ON ASD. fos ds tis soaker 503 Mut. Res. Fund L. Ass’n vs. 
Minneapolis, etc., Ry. Co. vs. PINS. F555 sh acie's nts SMe 

OS Oe eer ner 274 Mut. Reserve Fund Life Co. vs. 
Mirrieless vs. Railway ......... 822 PURO Beso) cinsectieucirivewecies 162 
Mitchell vs. Ins. Co. ........... 942 Myers vs. Liverpool, etc., Co... 21 
Mitchell vs. Mutual Ins. Co.... ‘7 National Accident Ass’n vs. 
M’Lain vs. Provident Sav. Life NS ee ee ee 264 

PRONG. usa csnwruec os 39 National Bank of Boyertown 
Modern Woodmen vs. Kozak.. 923 WR OWNER, fos:ccu: sisemans.ons 946 
Modern Woodmen of America Nat’l Building Ass’n vs. Quin.. 475 

we. Vette Wald cocks cece s cs 324 National Life Ins. Co. vs, Jones 637 
Monahan vs. Monahan ......... 626 National Masonic Accident Ass’n 
Monongahela Coal Co. vs. Fi- VE. DACPEOO 6 csie Sina: cee 833 

delity & Deposit Co. ...... 592 Nat. Union vs. Thomas ........ 923 
Montana vs. Clark ............ SO PAVE NS. 106, CO, nsvnsacesceie 184 
Montgomery vs. Mutual Life Nax vs. Travelers Ins. Co. ..... 85 

PRS TADS en. cies: 5-00 9104500 be 107 Nazro vs. Merchants’ Mut. Ins. 
Moody ve: Ts; Co. ........ 723, 950 MRn Was Rs SeHhe cok eee e 607 
More et al. vs. N. Y. B. F. Ins. SR oe: en re 187 

RRO? SidinShceis Caduake: ceserk 8 Malson vs. UO8. CO: occ dn cicvce 324 
Morehead vs. Mayfield ........ 78 Nelson vs. Traders’ Ins. Co.....1022 
Moreland vs. Union Central L. Newcomb vs, Griswold ........ 

re ae 685 Newman vs. Covenant Mutual 
Morgan vs. Railway Co. ....... 473 BROT BOOT occas coves’ 642 
Morrison vs. Ins. Co. ........ 26 Newmarket Savings Bank vs. 
Morse vs. B. F. & M. I. Co.... 248 OVO THE. sca iscieees 125 
Mosness vs. German American Newport Imp. Co. vs. Home 

tee; Hb. Of Bh Ys >. oc acccce I PED, cxtaa thee Ga keane e 845 
Moular vs. American Life Ins. Newport News, etc., Co. vs. Pace 946 

Dis nrad ack eee ee UR we 540 Newton vs. Ins. Si sie decd ics 
Moulor vs. Am. Ins. Co. ...... 1028 New York Ex. Co. vs. Traders’ 


Mullen vs. Dorchester Ins. Co.. 36 


ME ROB Sin tcde weasieeted 490 











1907.4 


PaGE 
New York Life vs. Craven ..... 506 
New York Life Ins. Co. 
Babcock 


New ag Life Ins. 


Cur 

New York Life Ins. Co. 
Eggleston 

New York Life Ins. Co. vs. 
land 

New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Mc- 
Master 

New York Life Ins. Co. 
Meinkin 

New York Liie Ins. Co. vs. Rus- 
sell 

New York Life Ins. Co. 
Warren Deposit Bank ..... 

New York Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
vs. Armstrong ...... ...113, 459 

New York & Boston Dispatch 
Ex. Co. vs. Traders’ & Me- 
chanics’ Tas: Go... occ ecenccs 488 

Nichols vs. Scranton Steel Co.. 664 

Nitsch vs. American Central 
BG: CO icc cece «cacaeeis 754 

Norris vs. Clinkscales 

Northern Assurance 
Grand View Building Co. 

114, 237 

Northwestern Ins. Co. vs. Ross.1014 

Northwestern Nat. L. Ins. Co. 
Vs. 

Norton vs. Ins. Co. 

Norwaysz vs. Thuringia Ins. Co. 890 

Noyes vs. Commercial Travel- 
ers’ Eastern Accident Ass’n 748 

Noyes vs. Morrill 435 

Nugent vs. Greenfield Life Ass’n 112 

Nute vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co. 295 

Oates vs. Nat’l Bank 457 

O’Brien vs. Brotherhood ... 45 

©)’ Brien vs. Ins Co: ccedcs ccicce 204 

O’Connell vs. Cox 43 

O’Connor vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 
Oe ashe Sa tertncne eee cues 214 

O'Driscoll vs. Boston & Lynn 
Railroad Co. 

O’ Keefe vs. Ins. Co. 

Old Saucelito L. & D. Co. vs. 
Com. Union Assur. Co. .... 

Oliver vs. Morawetz 

Olmsted vs. Keyes 

Omberg vs. United States Mu- 
tual Accident Ass’n .....85. 1024 

Opera House Co. vs. Mercan- 
tile Ass’n 

Order of Golden Cross vs. Mer- 
rick 

Orient Ins. Co. vs. Daggs ..... 507 

Orme & Okey, Rec’rs. vs. Baker 705 


107, 354 


430 
944 


Cases and Authorities Cited. 


98 Pfister vs. Gerwig 


8 Philadelphia Underwriters’ 


113) 


O’Rourke vs. German Ins. Co. 
of Freeport, IIl. 
—- vs. Alabama S. & W. 


Peteieteeew ne ceees Cork's 713 
Osgood vs. General Vermont R. 


Ke Vavcuhs utdhan Seoseees 965 
Oshkosh Gaslight Co. et al. vs. 
Germania Fire Ins. Co. .... 234 
Osius vs. O’Dwyer 
Otis vs. Payne 
Otto vs. Klauber 
Overbeck vs. Travelers Ins. Co.. 
Pacific Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Snowden 
Packard vs. Richardson 
Palatine Ins. Co. vs. Morton- 
Scott-Robertson Co. 
Parish vs. New York Produce 
Exchange 
Parker vs. Anglesey 
Parker vs. Des Moines L. Ass’n i 
Parker vs. Ins. Co. 
Parsons, Rich & Co. vs. é 
Patel vs: Iiec GOs). vei cs'vsceees 679 
Patterson vs. Natural Premium 
Life Ins. Co. 
Peabody vs. Satterlee 
Peake vs. Yeldell 
— vs. Westchester Ins. 
bein Sechelt edah eed eres 292 
Pears vs. Dwight ...... . 683 
DOO VS: WA GO ca asvenedsienad 1000 


6 Pelzer Co. vs. Sun Fire Ins. Co. 729 


Pennsylvania F. Co. 
Dougherty 
Pennsylvania Lumberman’s Mut. 
Ins. Co. vs. Meyer 
People vs. Glynn 
People vs. Grim 
People vs. Laurence 
People vs. Pollock 
People vs. Stone 
People’s Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dully- 
Gorham Co. 
People’s F. Ins. Co. vs. Gorham 
162, 883 
People’s Fire Ins. Co. vs. Goyne 
160, 404 
Peterson vs. Bldg. & Loan Ass’n_ 9 
Pettit et al. vs. State Ins. Co... 148 
7 


vs. 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Kerr 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Martin 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Tomlinson. 312 
Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 
PRIS cc pol bv corns tare 366 
Ins. 
Co. vs. Bigelow 
Phipps vs. Mahon 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Bowdre ... 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Boyer 





1132 


PAGE 


773 
154 


Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Carnahan.. 
Phoenix Ins. Co. vs. Coomes .. 
Phoenix Ins. Co. vs. Erie 
Western Transportation Co. 717 
Phoenix Ins. Co. vs. Hamilton.. 515 
Pheenix Ins, Co. vs. Lorton & 


Oo. 

Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Martin.. 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Public 
Parks Amusement Co. 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Spiers & 

Thomas 
Pheenix Ins. Co. et al. vs. Carn- 


h 
Phoenix Life Ins. Co. vs. Raddin 
162, 


Pier vs. Heinrichshoffen ....... 


Pierce vs. Ins, Co. 
Pingrey vs. 
Co. 


National Life Ins. 


434 
Mutual 


750 
800 


Piper vs. Mercantile 
Accident Ass’n 
Plath vs. Ins. Ass’n 
Polk vs. Mutual Reserve 
Pooler vs. State 
Portage County M. F. Ins. Co. 
e/a | re 782 
Poss vs. Western A. Co. 
Potter vs. Smith 601 
Powers vs. N. E. Mut. L. Ass’n 99 
Prairie Grove Cheese Mig. Co. 
vs. Luder 


741 
15 


5 Rife vs. 


Preferred Acc. Ins. Co. vs. Stone 
Preuster vs. Supreme Council . 
Price vs. Thompson 
Primeau vs. Nat. Life Ass’n .. 
Prince vs. Overholser 
Protec. L. Ins. Co. vs. Palmer. 
Prouty vs. Devin 
Providence Life Assur. Society 

vs. Reutlinger 

Co. 


Providence Life Ins. 
Martin 

Provident Savings Life Assur. 
OG, DE TORE 6is.os cece 645 

Provident Savings Life Assur. 
Soc., etc., vs. Whayne 

Pulis vs. Dearing 

Pullman Palace 
Lawrence 

Purcell Co. vs. Sage 

Pythian Life Ins. Co. vs. Pres- 
ton 

Queen Ins. Co. vs. Leslie 

Queen of Ark. Ins. Co. vs. Coo- 
perryper GO, ...siccs save 883, 981 

Quinn vs. Fire Ass’n 853 

Railway Co. vs. Ben Lewis..... 175 


62 
= 
650 


» 794 

714 
36 

713 


VS. 


Car 


Insurance Law Journal. 


6 Robinson 


| Dec., 


PaGE 


Railway Officers’ Accident 
Ass’n vs. Johnson .... 
Rainsbarger vs. Union Mutual 
Aid Ass’n 
Rambousek vs. Supreme Coun- 
cil 
Rand vs. Ins. Co. 708 
Raniger vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 435 
Rann vs. Home Ins. Co. $44 


609 Ransier vs. M. & St. L. Ry. Co. 486 


Rawson vs. Milwaukee Mutual 
Life Ins. Co. is vss. w oe, “OFS 
Rayburn vs. Casualty Co. . 677, 1034 
Reed vs. Fidelity, etc., cc... 503 
Reed vs. Washington Ins, Co.. 260 
Rehberg vs. Surety Co. ........ 18 
Rehberg vs. Tontine Surety Co. § 
Remington vs. Fid. & Dep. Co. 70 
Republic Mutual F. Ins. Co. vs. 
MEMOIR shee. isdikis ete. os ae a 302 
Ressler vs. Ins. Co. 
Resurrection Gold Mining Co. 
vs. Fortune Gold Mining Co. 
Reynolds vs. Railway 
Richards vs. Ins. Co. 
Richards vs. Washington F. & 
Og Ee Ee en ee ee 671 
Richardson vs. Huff 
Riddlesbarger vs. Hartford Ins. 
Co. 
Rider vs. Sullivan 
Riegel vs. American Life Ins. 
icv se« BSS FS Be O30 80 886 
Union Central Life Ins. 
ROS ei a Ving aly: hives: «ark 509 
Riggs vs. State 
Rindge vs. New England Aid 
Soc’y 
4 Ring vs. Phcenix Assur. Co. ... 5 
Ripley vs. AZtna Ins. Co. ...... 791 
MOE WR RON 0d 6 5 Sex cess 515 
Ritter vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
557, 612 
Roberts vs. Caatepental Ins. Co. 126 
Roberts vs. Ins. Co. 
Roberts vs. Willink 
Roberts, Willis & Taylor Co. et 
al. vs. Sun Mut. Ins. Co.... 
vs. Continental Ins. 
a tae eet ane eee 670 
Robinson vs. Duvall 


234 


3 Robinson vs. Ins. Co. 


Rochester German Ins. 

Peaslee Gaulbert Co. 
Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Winfield. 515 
OG VEE EO.. o6 sacs ost 448 
Roehm ‘va. Hrorst...<.... eR atpe 664 
Rohloff vs. Aid Ass’n 922 
Rolla State Bank vs. Pezoldt... 
Rose vs. Beattie 





1907.] 


PAGE 
Rosencrans vs. North American 
Ins. Co. 
Rotter: vs. Bis. Cos sk. ccieceeuss 782 
Royal Ins. Co. vs. McIntyre .. 185 
Ruble vs. Massey 
Ruggles vs. Keeler 
Russell vs. Berry 
Russell vs. Ins. Co. ) 
Rustin vs. Standard Accident, 
Cte Ck os candwenecnens 158, 
Rvthven vs. Ins. Co. 
Rylander vs. Allen 
Saerwein vs. Jamon 
Safe Deposit Co. vs. Berry 
St. Louis, I. M. & Sou. R. Co. 
vs. Smith 
. Louis Ins. Co. vs. Glasgow. 
. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. 
vs. Wainwright 946 
t. Louis & S. F. Ry. . 
WEGEO WE kc 0 eed ee neen 969 
Salinas vs. Turner 
Same vs. Liverpool & London 
& Globe: Ins, Co. csicis cece 116 
Sample: ve, Is, Cou ciccicicens 1028 
Sargent vs. Sargent 264 
Sartell vs. Royal Neighbors of 
America 
Savings Bank vs. Elevator Co.. 
Scammell vs. China Mutual Ins. 


CO. si civns kvctan opewenans 433 
— vs. German Mut. Ins. 


458 
93 


981 


223 


mn WIN 
ec? ct 


43 
821 
14 


Schmidt vs. Ins. Co. 
Schneider vs. Ins. Co. 
Schneider vs. Provident Life Ins. 
eh endings oie a aaeed- 158, 751 
Schneider Brewing Co. vs. 
Amer. Ice-Mach. Co. ...... 906 
School District vs. Chapman ... 946 
Schotte vs. Puscheck 615 
Schultz vs. Ins. Co. 62 
Scott vs. Avery 260 
Scott vs. McNeal 
Scottish Union & National Ins. 
Co. vs. Clancy 
Scottish U. & N. 
Strain 
Scovill vs. Baldwin 
Scudder vs. Union Nat’! Bank.. 
Sea Ins. Co. vs. Johnston 
Seamans vs. Temple Co. 
Searle vs. Dwelling House Ins. 
CO knee. cede eee en eee 
Searles vs. Averhoff 
Sears vs. Grand Lodge 
Seay vs. Palmer 
Second National Bank vs. 
ald... 
—.. Mutual, 


Ins. Co. 


Don- 
Co. 


vs. 


‘Ins. 


Cases and Authorities Cited. 


3 Smith vs. 


: Standard M. Co. vs. Slot ...... 


1135 


PAGE 
vs. 


Co. 


Security Mut. 
Woodson 
Security Mutual Life Ins. 
vs. Prewitt 
Seeley vs. N. Y. Bank 
Semmes vs. Hartford Ins. Co... 
Sexton vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co.... 
Shafer vs. Phoenix I. Co. 
Shea vs. Mass. Benefit Ass’n . 
Sheanon vs. P. M. L. I. Co. ... 
Sheldon wae Eis: CG... ccccces 62, 66 
Sherman vs. State of Ohio 
Shinn vs. State 
Shipman vs. Protected Home 
Circle 
Short vs. Home Ins. Co. 
Shotliff vs. Modern Woodmen 
of America 
Silliman vs. United States 
Sinclair vs. Passengers’ Ins. Co. 
Sitterding vs. Grizzard & Gas- 
kins 
Small vs. 
Ass’n 
Smith vs. 


679 
Travelers’ Protective 


Etna Life Ins. Co. 
376, 750 

Smith vs. German Ins. Co. ..... 
Head 
Smith vs. } 

ciety 
Smith vs. 
Smith vs. 
Smith vs. Platt 
Smith vs. Preferred Mut. Acci- 

dent Ass’n 
Smith vs. Supreme Lodge .. .. 32: 
Smith et al. vs. Ins. Co. 
Snell vs. Ins. Co. 
Snow vs. Carr 
Southern Fire 

Knight 
Southern Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Cain 906 
Sowers vs. Wiis: Coe ck ci cvs ccs 356 
Sowers vs. Mutual F. Ins. Co. . 125 
Spare vs. Ins. Co. 
Spengler vs. Spengler 


Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 
Davis 


Pheenix Ins. Co...... 


Mc- 


906 
; Spring Valley vs. Coal Co. .... 584 


Spurrier vs. La Cloche 

Stahl vs. Lynn 

Standard Life & Accident Ins. 
Co: vs. Holloway... .isses 367 

. 714 

Standley vs. Northwestern, etc.. 
Ins. Co. 

State vs. Hammerli 

State vs. Ins. Co. 

State vs. Laylin 





1134 


PAGE 


State vs. North American Land 


State 

State 

State vs. Smith 

State vs. Vaughn 

State ex rel. 
Telegraph Co. i 

State ex rel. Rochester vs. Su- 
pervisors of Racine County. 

State ex rel. This Respondent 
vs. Laylin 

State Ins. Co. vs. Broderick ... 

State Ins. Co. vs. Stoffels 

State Mutual Ins. Co. vs. La- 
tourette 

Steamboat Messenger vs. Press- 
ler 

Steele vs. Fraternal Tribunes .. 

Steele vs. Gatlin 

Stehlick vs. M. M. I. Co........ 

Stephens vs. Southern Pacific 
Co. 

Stephenson 
Ass'n 

Sterling Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
irey 

Stevens vs. Ins. 

Stevenson vs. Sane Estate. 

Stillwell vs. Stoppe! 

Stockton, etc., Works vs. 
Falls Ins. Co. 

Stockwell vs. Blamey 

Stoddard vs. Hill 

Stone vs. Howard Ins. Co. . 

Stone’s Adm’rs vs. U. S. Casu- 
alty Co. 

Stork vs. Supreme Lodge 

Storm vs. Cotzhausen 

Stover vs. Ins. Co. 

Straube vs. Pacific Mutual L. of 
California 

Strobeck vs. 

Strong vs. 
Ins. Co. 

Stuart et al. vs. Sutcliffe et al... 

Sulz vs. Mutual Reserve ..... 

Sun Fire Office of London vs. 
Clark et al. 

Sun Insurance Co. vs. Jones.... 

Supreme Commandery vs. Ains- 
worth 

Supreme Conclave vs. . Capella... 

Supreme Council vs. Lippincott 

Supreme Council, ete., vs. Fid. 
& Cas. Co. 

Supreme Lodge vs. Davis 

Supreme Lodge* K. of P. 
Beck 

Supreme Lodge K. 


Knight 


Telephone & 


vs. 


Glens 


Bren 


American Central 


Insurance Law Journal. 


. 1041 


5, 767 


| Dec., 


PaGE 
Supreme Tent K. O. T. M. vs. 
King 


Co. 

Susgq. Ins. Co. vs. Leary 
Sutcliffe vs. Iowa State Travel- 
ing Men’s Ass’n 
Swan vs. Watertown Co. 
Swett vs. Citizens’ aa 

Soc. 
Swift vs. Life Ins, Co. 
Swing vs. Humbird 
Swing vs. Weston Lumber Co.. 
Syndicate Ins. Co. vs. Bohn ... 
Tackman vs. Brotherhood 
Tayloe vs. Ins. Co. 
Taylor vs. Phoenix Ins. Co, 
Taylor vs. Provident Company. 7 
Tenn. Ice Co. vs. Raine 
Tepper vs. Supreme Council a 
Royal Arcanum 
Teutonic Ins. Co. vs. Howell... 
964 Texas T. & L. vs. Hightower 
Thies vs. Mutual L. Ins. Co.... 
Thomas vs. Commercial Union 
Assur. Co. 
Thomas vs. Flint 
Thomas vs. Ford 
Thomas vs. G 
U. W. 
Thomas ys. Ins. Rite ath waa cals 
389 Thomas vs. Railroad Co.. ae 
435 Thomas vs. State 
1029 Thompson ys. Ins. Co. 
Thompson vs. Lambert 


7 
Relief 


697 


626 


870 
325 
697 
488 


136, 424, 
Farmers’ Life . 
- 642 
800 


Thornburg 
Ass'n 
Thornton vs. Travelers Ins. Co.. 
Tisdell vs. New Hampshire F. 
PO Cihe. oben hc unckio en iw 754 
Titus vs. Ins. Co. 232 
MORO WS. POCO. on5 0062 kc as 1029 
Tobin vs. Railroad 824 
Tobin vs. Western Mutual Aid 
Society 
Towne vs. Towne 
Townsend et al. vs. Corning ... 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Pacaud . 
Train vs. Holland Purchase Ins. 
to. 
Transportation Co. vs. “Ins. ‘Co. 
Trask vs. State F. & M. Ins. Co. 
of Pennsylvania 766 
Trav. Ins. Co. vs. Ayers “1024 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. California 
Ins. Co. 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Jones.677, 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. McConkey 
50, 


vs, 


509 
487 


879 
- 
741 


722 
609 


612 
&40 


203 
885 


582 
679 


26 


~ 





1907.] 


PAGE 


ys. Myers & 


whee Ins. 

Travelers Ins. Nitter- 
house 

Travelers Ins, 

Travelers Ins. 

Travelers Ins. 

Ebert 

Travelers’ P. Acc. 
Kelsey 

Travis vs. Ins. Co. 

Trew vs. Railway Passengers’ 
Assur. Co. 

Troy Fire Ins. Co. vs. Carpenter 

True vs. Manhattan Fire Ins. Co. 

Trustees vs. Greenough 

Turner vs. Casualty Co. 

Turner vs. State 

Tuttle vs. Travelers Ins. Co..... 

Twiss vs. George 

Uhrig vs. Williamsburgh City 
Fire Ins. Co. 

Ulster County Savings Institu- 
tion vs. Leake 

Union Assur. wesiemadl etc., 
Nalls 

Union Central Ins. Ca vs. ’ Pott- 


L, 


vs. 


Co. vs. Randolph oes 
Co. vs.,Thornton 800 
Co. of. Hartford 


741 
295 
470 
999 
247 


—_ Cent. 
Buxer 
Union Central Life Ins. 
Duvali 

Union Central Life Ins. 
Hollowell 

Union Central Life Ins. 
Spinks 

Union Fraternal 
Walton 4 

Union Ins. Co. vs. U. S. Fidelity 
Co. 

Union Life Ins. 

Union M. Acc. 
hard . og ; 

Union Mutual. ‘Aid | Ass’ n- vs. 
MOGEROMETY 5... 5 sec Gene 


United States vs. Foot ........ 7 
United States vs. Hill ......... 
United States vs. Johnston 
United States vs. Moore ....... 
United States vs. Muscatine.... 
United States vs. Robeson .... 
United States vs. Sliney ....... 
United States vs. Southern Pac. 
Ry. Co. 
United 
ser 
United States Life Ins. Co. of 
Ng, Sic Vib IS cose ccusen 3 
United States Mutual Acc. Ass’n 
vs. Hubbell 


League 


Parker. 
“* 


Co. vs. 
Ass'n _ vs. 


Cases and Authorities Cited. 


1135. 


PAGE 
United States Mut. Acc. Ass’n 
vs. Mueller 
United States Mut. 
Ins. Co. vs. Barry 
United States Trust Co. vs. Mu- 
tual Benefit L. Ins. Co..375, 420 
Utica Ins. Co. vs. Toledo Ins. 
COh ice dicteteeke cincewecds 515 
Utier-vau Ine» C6) snc ceceeenwx 265 
Van De Bogart vs. Paper Co... 691 
Van Frank vs. Masonic Benevo- 
lent Ass’n 


Accident 


< Van Loan vs. Mutual Ins. Co... 


_ vs. Niagara Ins. 
QO, 
Van Valkenburgh vs. 4 
Ins. Co. 
Vassar vs. Camp 3 
Vilas vs. New York C. Ins, Co. 129 
Vining vs; IRS. Cos .iccccdewces 187 
Voght vs. State é 
Von Genechtin vs. Ins. Co. .... 137 
Vorous vs. Phenix Ins. Co. .... 853 
Vredenburgh vs. Physicians’ 
Defense Co. 
Vredenburgh, Ins. Supt. of IIl., 
vs. This Respondent ....... 500 
Wachtel vs. Noat Widows’ & 
Orphans’ Ben. Soc. ........ 36 
Wagon Co. vs. Ins. Co. ....... 204 
Walker vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co.. 
Walker vs. Neil 
Wallace vs. Mystic Circle 
Walls vs. Home Ins. Co. 
Walser vs. Board of Education. 
Walsh vs. Ins. Co. 
Walsh vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 


744 


375; 

Walters vs. St. Joseph F. & Ma- 
rine Co. 

Ward vs. Metropolitan L. I. Co. 


Warmeastle vs. Scottish Union 
& Nat. Ins. Co. 

Warner vs. Benjamin et al. 

Warnock vs. Davis 

Washburn vs. Union Cen. Co... 

Washburn-H. Coffee Co. 
Merchants’ F. Ins. Co. 

Washington Life Ins. Co. 
Lyne 

Washington Life Ins. Co. 
Miles Rema ans 

Washington Mutual Ins. Co. ° vs. 
Merchants’ & Manufactur- 
CFS IMG COe ic onics cncivaweees 1013 

Watson vs. Bartholomew 

Watson vs. Tarpley 

Watt vs. Gideon 37 

Wausau Tele. Co. vs. U. S. Fire 
Ins. Co. 


Weaver vs. S 


944 
. 943 





1136 Insurance Law Journal. [Dec., 


PAGE PAGE 


Weber vs. Railway $22 Wilhelmi vs. Ins. Co. 
a Supreme Tent of K. Wilkinson vs. Connecticut Mu- 
1 


612, 893 tual Life Ins. Co 
Webster et al. vs. Willard vs. Masonic Accident 
House Ins. Co. 7 Ass’n 
Wehrli vs. Rehwoldt 584 Willcuts vs. N. W. Mail L. I. Co. 
Weiberg vs. Ass'n 320 Williams vs. Albany City Ins. 
Weil, Adm’r, vs. Ins. Co. ...... 958 Co. 
Weinschenk vs. AZtna Life Ins. Williams vs. Forbes ........ 
Co. 750 Williams vs. Ins. Co. 
Weinschenk ve: N.Y. N. Be Williams vs. Jones 
eS Se ee 749 Williams vs. Pope Mfg. Co. ... 
Welborn vs. Dixon 875 Wilson vs. Assur. Co. 
Welch vs. Fire Ass’n 126 Windbiel vs. Carroll 
Welch vs. Union Central Life Winn vs. State 
DSI. ice canoes cesennaes 435 Winsor vs. Odd Fellows’ Bene- 
Welch vs. Whelpley 601 ficial Ass’n 377 
Westchester F. Ins. Co. of New Winepear vs. 16s. Co. oi. ks cece 1050 
York vs. Weaver 766 Winters vs. Duluth 
West Commercial Travelers’ Wolf vs. Theresa Village Mu- 
Ass’n vs. Smith 85 tual F. Ins. Co. 

Western Assur. Co. WV ON WR AMR AO: o seee si cntne 846 
theimer 600, 657, 883 a Lumber Co., Ltd., 
Western T. Acc. Ass’n vs. Hol- Fasatme Ins. Co. .....<. 116 

roo 870 Wood vs. Farmers’ Life Ass’n.. 642 
— T. Acc. Ass’n vs. Tom- Wood vs. Humphrey 
870 Wood vs. Wood 
W as = Shwe. FE Ow a iccciins 705 Woodman’s Acc. Ass’n vs. Pratt 870 
White vs. Brown 300 Woodmen of Am. vs. Tevis ... 50 
White vs. Gilman 300 Woodruff vs. Imperial Ins. Co.. 126 
White vs. Ins. Co. 515 Woodward vs. Ins. Co. ........ 798 
White vs. Middlesex Ry. Co... 260 Workman vs. Ins. Co. ......... 1008 
White vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co..1013 Wright vs. Hughes 18 
White vs. Standard Life & Acc. Weignt vs, Ih. CO. ones eeeccs 359 
ee a ee eee: 1022 Wright vs. Pipe Line Co....... 18 
Whitley vs. Piedmont, etc., Ins. Yancy vs. tna Life Ins. Co. . 750 
Co. 794 Yoder vs. Reynolds 317 
WwW hitlow vs. N., C. & St. L. Ry. Yoe vs. Mut. Ben. Ass’n 27 
taba Saas. esse’ 1041 Zielke vs. Assurance Corp. .... 204 
Whitney vs. Black River Ins. Co..122 Zimmer vs. Accident Ins. Co... 87 
Wildberger vs. Ins. Co. ....... 515 Zimmermann vs. Ins. Co. ...... 515 





INDEX OF 


Mutual Reserve 
Fund Life Ass’n... ... ...XXXII., 854 


Ackley vs. Phenix Ins. Co........XXX., 650 


Acton vs. Farmers’ Home - Ins. 
XXXVIL., 


Abraham vs. 


360 


Adair vs. Southern Mutual Ins. 
ovevecesdhae Viele, 


Atlas Mut. Ins. Co..XXXVI., 


510 


ae vs. 949 


Adams vs. Grand Lodge A. 0. U. 
W. etal 


XXVI., 634 


Adams vs. Grand Lodge A | 
J. W. of Nebraska aie 


Adams vs. New York Bowery Fire . 
ius. C , 833 


Adams’ Adm’r vs. Reed et al.....XXVII., 478 
Adams et al. vs. Northwestern En- 

dowment and Legacy Ass’n 
Addis et al. vs. Addis. ............ 
Adkins vs. Globe Fire Ins. Co..XXVIIL., 
zt Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bran- 

ain o. XXIII, 


Aitna Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
Davia et Ql. cccocccceccce eee KRIX., 560 


Xtna Ins. Co. vs. Holcomb XXV., 833 
Etna Ins.Co. vs.McKernan et al.XXVII., 870 
AXtna Ins. Co. vs. McLead et al. 

tna Ins. Co. vs. Meyer. ...-.-..-- XXVI., 367 
tna Ins. Co. vs. Mount.......XXXVI., 936 
Xtna Ins. Co. vs. Norman. ....... XXIV., 611 

vs. People’s Bank 

we no ee 
XXIX., 960 


191 


XXV., 352 


-XXVI., 636 
208 


768 


. 


Aotna Ins. Co. vs. Shacklett 


4itna Ins. Co, vs. Stambaugh- 
Thompson Co. XXXVI., 901 


tna Ins. Co. vs. Thompson etal. XXVII., 742 
tna Ins. Co. et al. vs. Glas- 


Electric Light & Power 
eo. “4 : XXVIII., 


®tna Ins. Co. et al. vs. Rosenberg 


XXVI., 461 
t Ins. Co. of ae vs. 
- ‘Brigham eooee eceeeMXAIIL, 941 


tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Clough....XXIX., 96 
tna Life pomeee poo 

Dorney.... 
Aitna Life Ins. ‘Co. vs. "‘Dunn.. XXXIV., 
43tna Life Ins. C vs. Fitz- 

gerald 
tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Florida 
Aitna Life Ins. Co. vs Frierson..XXXI., 
tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Hicks et 

al. ose XXIX., 670 
# tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Kaiser.XXXII., 830 


Aitna Life Ins. Co. vs. Mil- 
We sian baeew, eeeedes oodbeabe¥ ce 


#Ztna Life Ins. vs. - B. 
Parker & Co.. > 


#2tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Ricks... 
tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Sanford. XXXII., 
ZZ=tna Life Ins. Co. vs: Smith..XXVIILI., 


VoL, XXXVI.—72. 


992 


eee 


721 
887 


495 


12 
‘Co, 

ee -XXXIL, 520 
-XXXV., 775 
217 
36 


CASES REPORTED 


Volumes I-XVI. 


New Series. 


Aitna Life Ins. Co. vs, Trem- 
BEay OC Bh. .ccccvcescccecscdahan Wie, 


tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Herman 
R. Vandecar. 


tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Ward. 


Aitna Life Ins. Co. of ee 
vs. Hartley.. eoecds 


4o9. vs. Metropolitan “Lite ine. 


129 


, 289 
438. 


87 


Agnew vs. Farmers’ Mutual Pro. 
tective Fire Ins. Cv. of Town 
of Medina, et al 


Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Fritz...XXVII., 710: 
Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Hamilton.XXV., 339 
Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Morrow.XXIV., 346 
Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Potts......X XII., 509 
Ahlberg et al. vs. German Ins. Co.XXII., 307 
Aiple et al. vs. Boston Ins. 

Co, of Boston, Mass XXXIIIL, 821 
Alabama Mut. wae Ins. Co. vs. 

Minchener.. ececese - XXXI., 909. 
Alabama State. Mutual ‘Assur. 

Co. vs. Long Clothing & 

GROG CB cnciccccncescscsccd Vinh, 
Alamo Fire Ins. Co. vs. ShacklettX XIII., 
Alba vs. Provident Savings 

Life Assur. Soc’y ..........XXXVI., 
Albert et ux.vs. Mutual Life Ins. 

Co, of New York XXVILI., 723 
Albrecht et al. vs. eee 8 Life 

& Accident Ass’n 
Albro ys, 

Co. 


924: 
799 


541 


455 
400 


Alden ys. , Supreme Tent of the 
Knights of the Maccabees 
Oe Gee Wehicics sve + -XXXIIL, 766 

Aldrich vs. Brinker ............XXXV., 766. 

Alexander et al. vs. Parker XXII., 199 

Alford vs. Consolidated F. & 

BM. Imm. C0... cece ccoccecR Rll, STD 
Alker et al. vs. Rhoads et al....XXXI., 592 
Allen vs. Hartford Life Ins? Co. 

et al XXIX.,1049 
Allen vs. Home Ins. Co! of New 

York.. 

Allen vs. Massachusetts Mut. Ace. 
Association 

Allen vs. Thompson 

Allen et al. vs.Getman-American 
Ins. Co. 

Allen et al. vs. Phoenix Assur. 
OBy vovd cinta s evinces ap eeseee 

Alliance Co-operative Ins. Co. vs. 
Arnold 

Alliance Co-operative Ins. Co. 
vs. Corbett XXXIII., 1055 - 

=_— etal. vs Hartford Fire Ins. 


--XXX., 711 


» 289 
943 


Aloe vs. — Mut. 
Ass’n. eecces ceccvcceeK le, 679° 
Aloe vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ass’n 293 
Alport vs. British America 
ns. Co. of Toronto, Can., et al. XX VIL, 442 








1138 


Alston vs. aan Live- 


SE, BI. TOD won cnennccessannce XXVII., 935 
Alston vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 

RR aa XXVII., 77 
Alter vs. Home Ins. Co.......XXVIII., 900 
Alter vs. Union Casualty & 

Surety Co. .... «-sesseeesR&XAIV., 186 
American Acc, Co. vs. Carson.......XXV., 786 
American Acc. Co. vs. Clubb....... XXV., 876 
American Acc. Co.vs. Reigart......X XIII, 148 
American Acc.Ins. Co. vs.Norment.XXI., 301 
American Benev. Ass'n vs. 

DOOMED ccccccece cvenccecrdemmives 268 
American Bonding Co. vs. Mor- 

SO shnctes aeerde, 5usaneed XXXVI, 67 
American Bonding & Trust Co. 

of Baltimore, Md., vs. Burke 


et al, ooee 
American Bonding Co. of Bal- 

timore, vs. Spokane Build- 

ing & Loan Soc...........XXXIII., 835 
American Building & Loan Ass’n 

vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co............ XXIV., 838 


-XXXV., 642 


Awerican Casualty Ins. & Sec. 

Co. VB. APFOLE cocccceccccccccdaeVieg GB 
American Cent. Ins. Co. vs. 

Antram et al, ......see0e.KKR1V., 838 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. 

Baan oC Ob. ccsscccace osceccethanVae TER 
American Central Ins. Co. -vs. 

ee SEPT ee 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. 

HEORVOTEBD cccccs coccee coccccdsaaVes TAR 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. 

Murphy..... cose cee covccedhatees OME 
American Cent. Ins. Co. vs. 

TOD nrcnccces ceccse cvecsaeeen es MED 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. 

WH DM is panksaccapsuicsente XXVII., 785 


American Central Ins. Co. et al. 
vs. Gerhardt W. J. Landau...XXVII., 276 


American Central Ins. Co. et al. 

vs. Landeau...... seeeee eoeed ek, 1055 
American Cereal Co. vs. West- 

ern Assur. Co, ..........+.KKAVI., 184 
American Credit Indemnity Co. 

vs. Carrollton Furn. Mfg. Co. XXVIII, 849 
American Credit Indemnity Co.vs. 

ca Kiucacnhscvaserniashoccl XV., 868 
American ae Indemnity Co. vs. 

POET, sicnuvdnanetedcocicesced +» 641 

American Bare Liability 

Ins. Co, vs. Sloss Iron & Steel 

RSE RR ALEC ORE XXVII., 333 
American Em mapberers’ Liability 

Ins. Co. et al. vs. Fordyce et al. XXVI., 461 


American Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bland.XXVI., 925 
American Fire Ins.C€o. vs. Brooks 

RM 05s cannes cbccesvonabevsuctne XXVI., 3 
American Fire Ins.* Co. vs. 

Landfare et al........ ses AOR. 187 
American Fire Ins. Co. vs. Sisk...XXVI., 458 
American Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 

MD cuewskensesnsescpsnueaniinel XXVI., 860 
American awe Ins. Co, of * x. 

TO. Pisces cvce sess XXXII., 860 


American Fire Ins. Co. ot 

Phila. vs. Buford & George 

Implement Co. occcccdee Valk, 62 
American Mut. Life Ins. Co, 

vs. Bertram... ° 200, eccdbabenkabe, 
American Order of Protection 

WO. Ws 004-a0 nee, cose XXXIIL., 
American Steam Boiler Ins. Co. 


193 


vs.Chicago Sugar Refining Co.XXIII., 91 
American Surety Co. of New 
Terk ve. PAU. «2 cvvecsescrvsckalae, 8 


ios Union Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Wood err ee 


steee seeee 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[ Dec., 


Ames-Brooks Co. vs. 


Amey vs. Granite State Fire 
Ins. Co..... cocccce 


Amos-Richia vs. Northwestern 

Mut. Life Ins. Co. XXXVL., 
Anders vs. Life Ins. Clearing Co.XXXI.. 224 
Anderson vs. John Hancock Mut, 

EAEO ING. CO, cocccsee covcccdaevaer, 296 
Anderson vs. Manchester Fire 

NP vcanionocutesandagscecs XXIV., 222 
Anderson vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n............... XXVIL, 249 
Anderson vs. Supreme Council of 

Chosen Friends................ XXIIL., 439 
Anderson et al. vs. Buckley et 

al. coccce sce mmm Woy O25 
Andrews vs. Union Central Life 

Ins. Co..... eoccveces 
Andrus vs. Maryland Casualty 


tna Ins. 


XXX., 802 
XXIX., 92 
549 


eee 


stew eeereeeee os 


XX., 286 


09.69.0009 saeaeaediles 
Andrus et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. 

Life Ins, Ass’n ooeeK XX, 653 
Angier etal.vs.Western Assur.Co.XXVI., 795 
Annan vs. Hill Union Brewery 
Cecccscccccccedhal ae, O68 


seeeee 


319 


Teese cece 





Antes vs. State Ins. Co..........XXX., 190 
Anoka Lumber Co. vs. Fidelity & 

Casualty Co. (Nelson, Tetery’ r).XXV., 241 
Antes,Garn&Co.vs.Western Assur. 

ithasteabeesscknucsvancahedtec ees XXI., 284 
Anthony vs. Mercantile Mutual 

Accident Ase’n................. XXIV., 226 
Anthony et al. vs. Massachusetts 

RS con nctnecanicsuvees XXII., 821 
Appel vs. Cooper Ins. Co...... XXXVI., 776 
Arbuckle vs. Interstate Casualty 

Mc iduchaktheresesasssicomadecana XXVI., 925 
Arguimbau et vs. Germania 

Ins. Co... esences oveccdememney O88 
Arispe Mercantile Co. vs. Capi- 

Te TR TO oc accsccecs ooo KMAAVI., 513 
Arkansas Fire Ins. Co. vs. Wil- 

son et al...... PPerrerrererry © o> oe 
Arkansas Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

WOUEVONODE 865050 dices ace XXXVI., 607 
Arlington Co. vs. ‘Cotontal As- 

OEP. DO. secsvccccess XXXIV., 169 
Arlington Co. vs. " ‘Bmpire ‘City 

Dire. IMB. Od, . ccovce cocccccMmmVle, 268 
Arlington Mfg. Co. and Arlington 

Collar & Cuff Co. vs. Norwich 

Union Fire Ins, a eececccccet ee, 536 


Armstrong vs. Agricultural Ins.Co..XXI., 431 
Armstrong etal.vs.Western Mfrs. 
. Fg ee eae ene 795 


MR cKccncgnokeeGecnebeuunecn askin XV., 858 
Arnold vs. Connecticut Mut. Life 
Ins. cones weuhes Beet aes zi. @ 


Arnold vs. St. Paul Fire & Ma- 

Fine Ime. Co.cccccce ccccccscedemiee, O41 
Arrison et_al. vs. Supreme Coun- 

cil of Mystic Toilers ........XXXV., 319 


Arter vs. ortbwestern Mut. 
Life Ins. Co. of Mil- 
waukee ...... coee ccccccdelhl., 868 
Arthur et al. vs. Palatine ~ 
= mited.............-XAXVIII., 545 
Arthurholt vs. yRacqueinene Ne 
BE Ny SOD ivioe ncicsaccoenns XIII., 846 
Ashenfelter iar aasaeed? Lia- 
bility Assur. Corp............. XXVII., 887 
Astrich va. German American 
ee eee o e000 cee ccvteaneeeae, OOD 
Astrich vs. German-American 
Ins. Co. of New York......XXXIII., 925 
Atchison, T. & 8. F. R. Co. vs. 
ee eee XXVII., 790 


Atchison, T. & 8S. 


vs. Neet et al.. .XXVIIL, 189 


eet eeeeee 





1907.] Index of Cases Reported. 1189 

Atherton vs, British America Bankers’ Life Ins. Co. uf City 
Assurance CO0......-seeeeees XXVIII., 96 of New York vs. Miller, to 

Atlanta Accident Ass’n yi sven ei = bt ge ae ora eases XXIV., 78 
Alexander...... secccesees ” ankers’ Mu asualty Co. vs. 

Atlanta Home Ins. Co. vs. Tullis..XXVI., 75 oa Nat. Bank of Council . 

Atlantic Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. SIUMES «senses cesses coer eed XXVI., 10 
GOBBON 68: Bec ceccccocccess ..XXX., 1025 Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. vs ’ 

People’s Bank of Sane -XXXVI., 474 

Atlas Reduction Co. et al. vs. 

New Zealand Ins. Co. of ~. a —— peut, Comselty Co. .. 
New Zealand ........- +. X&AIV., ate Bank of Goffs ........ XXVI., 420 

Attleborough Savings Bank vs. Bankers’ Reserve Life Ass'n vs. 

Security Ins. Co.......--------- XXVI., 620 Benikn Scats, senesarecage XXXI., 399 

J ‘ney General vs. Colonial Bankers’ Union of the World, 

“eee PE apes XXXVI., 476 vs. Crawford.. . eee accdededeiing OD 

Attorney-General vs. Netheriante si sst Daan Uae of the World =xiv.. 
Fire Ims. Co....05  seeeeeees * Ceegece cccceces fe 4 

Barbot vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

Att y General ex rel. Michi- 
a5. Lubricator Co. vs. Com- Life Ase’n.....................- XXVII., 338 
missioner of Insurance .....XXXVI., 847 Barbour vs. Connecticut Mut. Life 

Audette vs. L’Union St. Joseph. .XXX., 478 PR ig pee sees cas 384 

Au Sable Lumber Co. vs. Detroit 8. Conn. Mu e 
Mfrs’. Mut. Fire Ins. Co.......... XXI., 311 4 oo Co. penn east aaes ae” 

‘aca we. Gi >A. 0. U arbour’s ministrator vs 

AveS “Se New Yorke. 0... XXXVI, 801 _ Larue’s Assignee.......... XXVIII, 576 

Babcock Printing-Press Mfg. Co. oe Bupoer's | Ateare vs. reid 
vs. Runous et al........ eee MMe, 164 ——§-_- UROCULOP. «0 oe rec neeeeeesenes » @ 

Bachmeyer vs. Mut. Reserve Fund Bard vs. Penn Mut. Fire Ins. Co...XXII., 375 
LAI BODO, «ns sccnicccesscsscence XXII., 98 = 2 Citizen’s Mut. Fire 

Bachmeyer vs. Mutual Reserve MS. CO... Seen coon weeee XXXIII., 818 
Fund Life Asa’n.............+0. XXIII., 519 Barker vs Metropolitan Life 

Bader vs. New Amsterdam Casu- MUS: ORS, Kabenwedes,cnacen XXXI 

WEIRD Ui cnsersccesesucresss MR OUP Ginekag ga geameuat ee pa po 

Baille & Co., Ltd., in Liquidation, B ‘. . 
vs. Western Assurance Co. of sailed ee. bs Lancashire Ins. shania. aie 
TOTONtO.. .. 2.0.2 eeeeeeeee seen eens ” jo OU Ben cccccccccccccccce o- ” 

Bain vs. Atkins. ecécwiecinwk ney <a Barnard vs. People’s Fire Ins.Co..XXVI., 405 

Baker vs. New York Life Ins. Co.XXVII., 524 —, Vs. Fidelity Mut. Life in tat 

eee | ih OR he ’ 

= eee al. caae 86 Barnes vs. Hekla Fire Ins.Co..... XXIII., 305 

. See ere ee " Barnett ys. Railway Officials’ & 

Baker et al. vs. Insurance Cos..... XXIV., 512 Employees’ Ace. Ins. Co......XXX.. 985 

Baldwin vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co..... XXVI., 638 Barrett et al. vs. Mutual Life 

Baldwin vs. Connecticut Mut. DS. . oO ew York..... XXXIV., 534 
Life Ins. Co.... ..++ «++eeXXXIL, 808 Barrett vs. Northwestern Mut. 

Baldwin vs. German Ins. Co. of Life In8. Co................-000. XXVI., 269 
Freeport, I.—Same vs. New Barron vs. Williams et al..... ++-XXIX., 848 
Hampshire Fire Ins. Co..... XXVIL, 794 Barrows vs. Mutual Reserve 

Baldwin vs. Phoenix Ins. Co......XXIX., 78 Life Ime. C0. ..ccecccsceces XVI., 737 

Ball vs. Northwestern Mutual Barry vs. Farmers’ Mut. Hail 
Accident Ass’D.......-.-------- EET, GOR AMR i cado, ccnckces sadvecs XXIX., 261 

Baltimore Life Ins. Co. vs. How- 954 Barry vs. Mutual Hail Ins. Ass’n.XXX., 768 

‘ corrals: pees as 20 -XXXIL., Barry & Finan Lamber Co, ‘im 

anco de Sonora v: Citizens’ Ins. ec ecceccce ° 
Mut. Casualty Co. ......+-XXXI., 1058 partiett et ux. vs. British -XXXIIL, 527 
Bancroft vs. na sdeoesecs one 864 America Assur. Co....'...XXXIII., 849 
Banes vs. New ersey e Bartow vs. North 7 
"Guar. & Trust Oo...cccccecs XXXV., 575 orthern Ins. Co.....KXVII., 477 


Bangor Savings Bank vs. Niagara 
Fire Ins. 60 Da hdieances Cae k one XXIII., 292 


Banholzer vs. New York Life 


In8. CO..ccoccccccce eoeee XXVIII, 193 
Bank of Commefce vs. New 

York Life Ins, Co........ -. XXXV., 748 
Bank of Glasco vs. 8 ngs 

Fire & Marine Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 926 
Bank of Tarboro vs. Fidelity & 

Deposit Co. of Maryland. Y “ XxIx., 447 


tank of Tarboro vs. Fidelity & 

Deposit Co. of Maryland.....XXX., 768 
Bankers’ Acc. Ins. Co. vs. 

ee EY eer errr esecccdben Vanna cee 
Bankers’ Life Ass’n vs. Lisco.......XXV., 386 
Bankers Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Fleetwood & Bacon, Insur- 

ance Commissioners.... ...XXXIIL, 
Bankers Life Ins. Co. vs. Fred 

A Howland and John L. Ba- 

con, Insurance Commissioners.XXX., 193 


Bankers’ Life Ins. Co. vs. Robins 
etal 


316 


1., 287 


Bastian va. British American 
Assur. Co. . 


— vs. Lumbermen’s Ins. 


seceeeesRXXIIL, 1033 


159 


File TRA O0. oso cecesasees XXXIII., 1056 
Battin vs. Northwestern Mut. 

ESGe SO Sic ciceseiscotxe -XXXV., 169 
Battin vs. Northwestern Mut. 

Fe ee XXXV., 653 
Baumgartet al. va. Modern Work- 

men of America... ............... XXII., 707 
ee vs. Serene Wei. 

TINY BIG Qin vnc veccncaeced XXII, 367 
Baumler vs. Farmers’ Merthern 

Mut. Fire Ins. Co. ... -XXXVI., 671 
Baxter vs. Covenant Mut. ‘Lite 

AMM Biccs coccccce . ceccscedem Ville C86 
Baxter vs. Covenant Mut. Life 

ASB R. coves cocvecescoss ccccdkilie, O08 
Bayless vs. Mercantile Town 

Mutual Ins. Co..........0. XXIII., 671 


Bayley vs. Employers’ Liability 
Assur. Corp.......ccccccecK VIII, 


562 





1140 


Beacon Lamp . & a mm, 
Travelers Ins. Co............XXX., 189 


Beakes vs. Phenix Ins. Co 37 
Bean vs. Travelers Ins. Co. XXI., 826 
Beatty | = Mutual Reserve Life 

Ass’ XXVLI., 460 


Beatty a Supreme Commandery 
of the United Order of the 
Golden Cross 


Beber vs. Brotherhood of Rail- 
road Trainmen 


Becker vs. Berlin Benefit Society...XXI., 
Becker vs. Merchants’ Mut.Ins.Co.XXII., 227 
Becker vs. Minnesota Odd Fellows 

Mut, Ben. Soc. et al. XXV., 131 
Beckett vs. Northwestern Ma- 

sonic Aid Ass’n 
Beebe vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins, Co.. 
Beggs vs. Mut. Reserve Fund 

Life Ass'n. Pe 
Behling vs. Northwestern Nat. 

Life Ins. pecs cove cvcdmeanaeien 658 
Bell vs. Peabody Ins. Co........XXX., 627 
Bellevue Roller Mill Co. et al. vs. 

London & L. Fire Ins. Co XXIV., 331 


Bemis vs. ee Creek Mut. : 
Fire Ins. Co. 6 oceeeeeem ee, 1053 
Benard vs. Grand "Lodge of the 
Ancient Order of United 
Workmen of the Dakotas et 


/XXIL., 753 


XXIX., 
Benedict vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. w. XXI., 


Benedix vs. German Ins. Co. of 
Freeport 
Benjamin vs. Connecticut Indem- 
nity Ass'n 
oa vs. Mutual Reserve 
fund Life Ass'n 
Benjamin et al. vs. Palatine Ins. 
. & eee 
oe et al. vs. Palatine 
Co. et al XXXIIL., 
Bennett vs.St. Paul F.& M.Ins.Co.X XITI., 
Bennett vs. Van Riper etal 
Bennett vs. Western Underwrit- 
ere’ AGBM.,...000 cscece oo 


Bennett et ux. vs. Massachusetts 
Mut. Life Ins. Co 


Bentley vs. Lumberman’s Ins. 
Co.. 


512 
438 


XXI., 


78 


XL, 
XX1., 


882 
150 


552 
760 


Bentley vs vs. Standard Fire Ins, Co..XXV., 


Bentz & Habenicht, Liquidators 
of.the Home Brewing Co., V8. 
are 


Pacific Mut. 


160 
479 
182 


XXIII., 


Berger vs. Life 
Ins. XXVIIL., 


Bergeron vs. Pamlico Insurance & 
Banking Co 


Bergman vs. Ina. Cos... ..... 


271 
Berliner vs. Travelers Ins, Co. 
(Accident) 


841 

Berliner vs. Travelers Ins. Co. 
(Life) . 847 
Berry vs. American Central Ins. Co.XXI., 455 


Bertrand vs. Franklin Life Ins. 
Tb ns GAbS60S $6OEhK 29-0080% XXXVI., 957 


Betcher vs. Capital Fire Ins. Co..XXIX., 135 
Betts vs. Connecticut Indem- 
nity Ass'n XXVIII., 943 
Beverly vs. Northern Life Ass’n.XXX., 286 

Beyer vs. St. Paul Fire & Marine 
Cc 209 


Ins. © 60.08 0s cdnanenles 
Bickford vs. Travelers ‘Ths. Co XXV., 71 
Biermeister & 8 pore vs. City of 

London Fire Ins. Co XXVI., 637 
Bigelow vs. ‘iunaiee State Fire 
BOB.* CO. pccevovee 


a. vs. weet oe Fire 


ceccee --XXXII., 182 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


Billings vs. Accident Ins. Co. of 
North America 

Billings vs. German Ins. Co 

Bilimyer vs. Hamburg-Bremen 
Fire Ins. Co. ......seee0e+ Kamla, 


Binder vs. National Magonic 
Ace. Ass'p 

Bingler 
Ds. 

Bishop vs. Agricultural Ins. Co. 


Black vs. Security Mut. 
ABOR.cvcccce 


lack vs. Supreme Council 
American Legion of Honor.XXXII., 
Blackman vs. United States 
Casualty Co. et al, ........ XXXVIL., 
Blackwell vs. Ins. Co. 
Blake vs. Metzgar 
Blake vs. National Life Ins. Co..XXVIII., 


Blakely vs. Fidelity = Life 
Ins. Co. x 


——_ vs. 
Ins. Co. 


605 
688 


382 
Mutual Benefit Life 
XXIX., 862 


vs. 
Co 


80 
525 


795 
97 


358 


, 884 

Blinn vs. Dresden Mutual ‘Fire 

Ins. Co XXIII., 707 
Bliss et al. vs, Parks et al.......XXIX., 383 
Bloch vs. American Ins. Co. et 

SE ceekhalvanaks Loves ke ove XXXVI., 
Bloom vs. “tate Ins. Co 
Bluegrass Ins. 
Blum vs. New York Life Ins. 

Co. et al. 
Blumenthal vs. 


Berkshire Life 
Ins. 


ee eececes XXXII., 1012 


Blunt vs. Fidelity & Casualty 
Co. x 


XXIV., 
Manchester 
x 


166 
Boak Fish Co. 
Fire Assur. 
Boehme vs. Sovereign Cam 
Woodmen of the World . PXXXIV., 
Bole et al. vs. New Hampshire 
Fire Ins. Co 
Bonanno vs. The Boskenna Bay— 
Graziano vs. -ame.—Mirto vs. 
Same.—Mercadante vs. Same. 
a et al. vs. Same.—Foti 


vs. 
XI., 253 


Bon Aqua Improvement Co. vs. 

Standard Fire Ins. Co 
Boren vs. Manhattan Life Ins. Co..XXV., 
Rorn vs. Home Insurance Co...XXXII., 
Born vs. Home Ins. Co. of New 

ese + XXIX,, 

Boruszewski et al. vs. Middle- 

sex Mut. Assur. Co 
—— Ins. Co. 

ns. 


XIV., 


vs. Th 
ee vs. am Life. Ins. 


—, vs. “Mutual “Life Ins. 
Co. of New York. ° 


Bosworth et al. vs. Cleary 


Bottomley vs. Metropolitan Life 
Ins. Co. xx 


Boulden vs. Phoenix Ins. Co... 
Boulden va, Pheenix Ins. Co ‘ 
Bourgeois vs.MutualFire Ins.Co.XXIII., 


Bourgeois vs. Vestnwestern Na- 
tional Ins. Co 


Bowdtich vs. Norwich Union 
Fire Ins. Society 


Bowen vs. National Life Ass’n... 


Bowie vs. Grand Lodge of Legion 
of the West 


— pi Fidelity & Casualty 


-XXIIL,, 





1907.] 


Bowlin vs. Sovereign ll 
Woodmen of the World 


Bowring vs. Providence-Wash- 
ington Ins. Co 


oe* vs. asian Mut. Life Ins. 
ocbcccesdedeee Vey Oe 


in vs. McKee 2 ere ae 
Boyd vs. Mississippi Home Ins.Co.XXVI, 532 


Boyd ys. Southern Mut. Aid 
BER ceccccccce 000 KAXV., 767 


Boyd .vs. Thuringia Ins. Co......XXX., 884 


Boyd, Sherman, Livermore and 
Evans vs. Agricultural Ins. 
Co. of Watertown XXXIII.. 


Boyle et al. vs. Northwestern 
Mutual Relief Ass’n 


Boyle’s Sons vs. Hamburg-Bre- 
men Fire Ins. Co XXIV., 699 


ae vs. ee 0s coe 
XX., 458 
Ins. 


4 I., 372 

Bradford vs. Hanover Fire Ins. 
Co. of City of New York.....XXIX., 886 
Bradley vs. Lehigh Valley R.Co. XXXV., 864 


Bradley vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 
of America 


Bradley & Co. vs. Brown et al. XXXVI., 
Bradshaw et al. vs. Agricultural 
XXII., 161 


Ins. C 

Bradshaw et al. vs. Mutual Life 
Sebigase vaxeqakinare XXXVIL., 

& Co. vs. Fire 


Ins. Co. 
Bradshaw Bros. 
Ins. Co. of way of 7s 
delphia... .. eee 
Brady vs. Northwestern eee” 
Aid Association...........XXVII1., 572 
Brady vs. Prudential Ins. Co XXIV., 717 


Brady vs. United Life Ins. Ass’n.XXVI., 138 


Bragaw vs. Supreme Lodge 
Knights and Ladies of ineiee. XXX., 862 


Bramblett vs. Hargis’s Exec’x..XXXV., 768 
aa vs. Berlin Farmers’ Mut. 
& B. V. Co 


560 


878 


414 


XXII., 746 


XXX., 274 


Siento 
Ace. C 


Breedlove vs. 
Fire Ins. 


Breedlove vs. 


vs. 


Norwich Union 
86 


447 


Norwich Union 
Fire Ins. XXVIII., 
Breeyear et al. Rockingham 
Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. oe XXXI., 972 
Brennan vs. Prudential Ins. Co....XXII., 


638 
Brennan et al. vs. Mississippi 
Home Ins. Co XXII., 719 


Brenner vs. Kansas Mutual Life 

Ass'n XXVII., 288 
Brett vs. Warnick et al......XXXIII., 478 
Brew et al. vs. Clement et al 
Bridge vs. Wheeler 
Bridges vs. National Union....XXVIII., 382 
Brigham et al. vs. Wood et al XXI., 461 


Brighton Beach Racing Ass’n 

vs. Home Ins, Co. .......... XXXV., 474 
Brighton Beach Racing Ass’n 

vs. Home Ins. Co. XXXIV., 574 
Brineu vs. Supreme Council of 

Catholic Mutual Benefit 

Ass’n XXXIV., 960 
Brink et al. vs. Merchants’ & 

Farmers’ United Mut. Ins. 

Co. of South Dakota » XXXII, 1008 
British Ameriea Assur. Co. vs. 
950 


Bradford XXVIII., 
577 


‘3. 
. XXVIII, 

British America Assur. Co. 
WO. BORG «ccscccccvcesd XXXIIL., 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1141 


British America Assur. Co. Ys. 
Kellper et al...........000.+e elk, 845 


British America Assur. Co. vs. 
Miller 


British Assurance Co. vs. Cooper..XXV., 437 
Brock vs. Brotherhood Acc. Co.XXXII., 662 
Brock vs. Des Moines Ins. Co XXV., 219 
Brock vs. Des Moines Ins. Co....XXVII., 893 
Brock vs. Dwelling-House Ins.Co.XXIV., 464 
Broderick vs. Broderick.......XXXIII., 864 


Bromley’s Adm’r vs. Washington 
Life Ins. Co. eee RAXV., 498 


Brooks vs. Sane Life Ins. 


Brooks vs. ena Life 

Tas. Co. sees - XXXIIL, 
Brotherhood of Lacemetive Fire- 

men vs. Hand XXXVIL., 
Brown vs. Cotton & Woolen Manu- 

facturers’ Mut. Ins. Co. 
Brown vs. Equitable Assur. So- 

clety of , 315 
Brown vs. uitable Assur. So- 

ciety of XXVIII, 843 
Brown vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

Soe. of the United States...XXXV., 630 
Brown vs. Franklin Mut. F. Ins.Co.XXV., 630 
Brown vs. Fraternal Accident 

AOD B. ccvccccesccce eoeeeees M&VIIT., 1038 
Brown vs. Grand Lodge A. O, 

U. -.- XXXIII., 1028 
Life 


190 
952 


Owner eee eeseeee 


Brown vs. Greenfield 
Ass’n (2 cases)..... . 


Brown vs. lowa Legion of HonorXXVIII., 


Brown vs. Matual Reserve Fund 
Life Ass’n 


Brown vs. Palatine Ins. Co 


Brown vs. ana Cas- 
ualty Co. occsdeaeeeee, 


Brown vs. United ‘States Casu- 
Ity Co 


821 
285 


XXVIII., 003 


XXVIII., 1040 

Brown et ux. vs. ‘United States 
Casualty Co XXVIL., 591 

Brown National Bank vs. South- 
GUN SR  Wnninc nas cictecenens XXIX.,1054 

Bruner vs. Brotherhood of Ameri- 
can Yeomen , 576 
Bryan vs. Nat. Life Ins. Ass’n.XXVIII., 330 
Buekley vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co...XXXVI., 752 
Buick etal. vs. Mechanics’ Ins.Co.XXIV., 375 
Bullman vs. Insurance Companies. X XII., 686 
a Bros. vs. emenanin XIIL., 656 


IL, 653 
Burke ys. . Rhoades... coe coccctadelle, STO 


Burkheiser vs. Mutual Accident 
Ass'n of the Northwest. XXIII., 762 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Brockway...XXI., 624 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Campbell 
XXIV., 379 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Kennerly..XXV., 40 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Lowery.....XXV., 610 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Ross 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Threlkeld..XXvV., 
Burlington Volunt Relief De- 
partment of Chi., B. & Q. R.R. 
Co. vs. White. 
Burmood vs. Farmers’ Union Ins. 
Cc tery. 308 
Burnam et al. vs. White...... weaden XXII., 688 
Burner’s Adm’r vs. German- 
American Ins. Co. XXVII., 732 
Burnham vs. China Mut. 8. 
es . XXXIV., 1005 
Burnham vs. Michigan Mut. ‘Life 
WTO Sek6c0cds ceevencace XXXVI.,1018 


ee eeeee 





1142 


Burnham vs. Royal Ins. Co 


asotnerwae 928 
Burnham et al. vs. Intersta 
Casualty Co. of New York.. te XXVII., 688 


Burns * Michigan Mfrs’ 07. 
XXXI., 


Fire Ins. Co..:... eee 
Burns et ¥ ves. Grand Lodge A 

oO. U. “XXVI., 730 
Burr vs. aeetianas Ius Co.. .-XXIII., 151 
Burrows vs. McCalley.... XXVIL. 479 
Burrus vs. Life Ins. Co. of Va.XXVIII., 354 
Burt vs. Burt et al. .........++ XXXVI., 864 


Burt and Burt vs. sane “-. 
Life Ins. Co.. 193 


Burt et al. 
Ins. 


Busher vs. 
Co 


-. XXXII, 


vs. Union “Cent. Lite. 


New a Lite Ins. 


XXXIII., 761 


, 


W. of California 
pect Mut. _— 


= vs. Grand Lodge A 


Butler vs. 

Ins. Co. 
Butler vs. New York Life Ins. 

OO, cvccoten cvvecs snuecsee EBEVi., 
Button vs. American Mutual Acci- 

dent Association 


Bylow vs. Union Casualty & 
Surety Co 

Cable. administratrix, 
8S. Life Ins. Co “XXXIIL, 

Cade vs. Head Camp, Pacific Ju- 
risdiction, Woodmen of the 
World et al 

Cahill vs. Maryland Life Ins. 
tness StnSe0 cnnisedees .» - XXIX., 575 

Co. vs. Northern 
Pacifie Ry. 670 


Caledonian Ins. Co, vs. Cooke....XXVII., 318 

Caledonian Ins, Co. vs. Traub et al.XXV., 791 

Caledonian Ins.Co.vs.Traub etal.XXVII., 493 

California Sav. Bank. of San 
Diego vs. American Surety 
Co. of New York 

Calkins vs. Angell XXIX.,1048 


Camors et al. vs. Union Marine 
Ins. Co., Limited 


Campbell vs, Fidelity & Casualty 

Co. of New York.......... oodbdkdale, 
Canada Sugar Refining Co., 

Limited, vs. Insurance Com- 

pany of North America......XXIX., 193 
Canfield vs. Great Camp of Knights 

of the Maccabees ---XXI., 22 
Cannon vs. Home Ins. Co XXVI., 737 


Cannon vs. Phoenix Ins. 
Hartford 


Cannon vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 
Hartford, Conn...... ... «+++. XXIX.,1028 


Canterbury vs. Northwestern 
Mut. Life Ins. Co, 


Canton [ns. Office. Limited, vs. 
Woodside et ux 


Capital City Ins. Co. vs, Autrey...XXVI., 
one. ar Ins. Co. vs. benenieneet 


369 


189 
314 


Caledonia Ins. 


XXVIII., 688 


462 


481 


249 
635 


Pi City Ins. Co. va. Senea. SRE 
Capital Fire Ins. Co. vs. King..XXXVI. 
Capital Fire Ins. Co. vs. Mont- 


80 
» 655 


I., 403 
XI., 152 


Capital Ins. Co. vs. Bank of Blne 
Mound 


owe Ins. Co. vs. Bank of Pleas. 


Capital Ins. Co. vs. Wallace 
Capital Ins. Co. vs. Wallace. 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[ Dec., 


551 
137 


Caplis vs. American Fire Ins. Co..XXIV., 
Carberry & Hodgson vs. German 
Ins. re wr pecmneendees oot XXIII, 
Com vs. Allemania Fire Ins. Co. 
Pittsburg 
Carey vs. Farmers’ & Merchants’ 
Ins. Co “ 
Carey vs.German-Amer. Ins.Co...X XIII., 123 
Carey vs. Liverpool & London & 
Globe Ins. Co.—First National 
Bank vs. Same. XXV., 556 
Carleton et al. vs..China Mu- 
tual Ins. Co..cccccce errors 2 40!) 


Carlson vs. Presbyterian Board of 
— for Disabled Ministers 
et 


Carmien et al. vs. Cornell et al. . 


Carnes vs. lowa Traveling 
Men’s Ass’nD...... Cvdpeeese XXVIIL., 


Carney vs. New York Life Ins. 
Co 


916 


XXVL., 731 
--XXVI., 648 


345 


~~ EXIE. 662 
Carp ys. one Ins. Co. of 

America. ee -XXXIIL, 
ana vs. | Alemania Fire Ins. 


eee 478 


Ca 
, 634 


, 497 

Car 

dent Co 
Carpenter etal. vs. German-Amer- 

can Ins. Co. 
Carr vs. on — Life Ins. 

Co ° > ecm 862 
Carroll | et ‘al. v8. ” Fidelity & 

Casualty Co. of New York. XXXIV., 966 
Carrollton Furniture Co. vs. 

American Credit Indemnity 

CO. 006 XXI., 
Carstairs et al. vs. American 

Bonding & Trust Co.. capeeenn hss 
Cary vs. Preferred Accident Ts. 

Co. 


, 543 
57 


783 
22 


Case of Charter Oak Life Ins. Co. ‘Seve. "634 


Case of German American Title 
and Trust ©o......ccccccee XXVIILI., 


Case of Knoedler’s Estate XXIII., 
Case of the Ontario. ................XXVI., 
Cash vs. Hayden’s Adm’r ....XXXIV., 


Cashman et al. vs. London 
Guarantee & Accident Ins. 
Co., Ldmited ...ccccccsecs SEXIV., 


Casner vs. New Se oan. 
Co. 


576 
160 
175 

94 
174 
567 


435 
449 


289 
478 


casas ae Vis 
Cass County et al. v8. Mercan-. 

tile Town Mut. Ins. Co...XXXIV., 
Cassa Marittima vs Pheenix Ins. Co.XXI., 
Cassimus 14s. er U. ” N. 

Ins. Co.... - XXXIL., 
Cassville Roller. Min ‘Co. " 

4=tna Ins. Co... = oak eeae eels, 
Catholic Knights of America vs. 

Pace kivcdanbosvnpeiksdeseretes 
Cave vs. Home Ins. Co 
Central Montana Mines 

vs. Firemans Fund Ins, Co. 

—Same vs. Royal Ins. Co..XXXIII., 
Central Mut. Life Ins. Ass’n vs. 

Pa 545s. eae: in a6 kee XXXI., 
Cerys vs. State Ins. Co. of Des 

I Mi akdoncenssancsees XXVII., 258 

Chadwick vs. Phenix Ace. & 

Sick Benefit Ass’n .......... xXXXV., 
Chainless Cycle Mfg. Co. vs. Se- 

curity Ins. Co. of New Haven, 

Conn..... mates ened 324 
Chalaron vs. Insurance Co. of 

EOE IIIIR. oc ccvcesesssncss XXVI., 465 
Chamberlain va. Sa Ins. 

Co. of America + -XXX., 427 
Chambers vs. Modern 

men of America....... 


-XXI.,1013 
XXIX., 452 


745 
331 

480 
XXI., 


eeeee 


. .XXXIII., 767 





1907.] 


Chambers vs. Northwestern Mut. 
Life Ins.Co 

Champion Ice Mfg. & Cold Stor- 
age Co. vs. American Bond- 
ing & Trust Co XXXIL., 


808 
Chandler vs. Ins. Co. of North 
XXVIII., 1028 


Chandos et al. vs. American Fire 
Ins. Co 


Charch vs. Charch 
Chatfield vs. tna Ins. Co.. 
Cheeves vs. Anders 
Cheeves vs. Anders 
Chicago-Coulterville Coal 
vs. Fidelity & eon 
Co. of New York..........XXXIIIL., 
Chicago Gaaeenty Fund Life Soc. 
vs. Ford XXIX., 953 


Chicago Sugar Refinery Co. vs. Am. 
Steam Boiler Co 59 


Chickasaw County Mutual Fire 
Ins. Co. vs. Weller 
China Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Ward..XXIII., 320 


Christian et al. vs. Connecticut 
Mut. Life Ins. Co 


XXV., 755 


XXIII., 398 
XXIV., 160 


891 


XXVII., 968 


Christian et al.vs.Niagara Ins.Co.XXIII., 851 
Norwich ease 


Christianson vs. 
Fire Ins. Soe 218 
Church of St. George vs. Sun Fire 
XXII., 789 
Citizens’ Ins. Co. vs. Henderson 
Elevator Co. ...c.ceeeeseeee RV, 
Citizens’ Ins. Co. vs. Henderson 
Elevator Co. 
Citizens’ Ins. Co. of Missouri 
vs. Henderson Elevator Co.XXXIV., 
Camo’ Ins. Co, vs. Stoddard et 


XI., 


138 
+, 142 
433 
XI., 900 
Citizens’ Ins. Co. of Pittsburg vs. 
XXVI., 615 
Citizens’ Ins. Co. of Pittsburg, 
Pa. vs. Crist 
Citizens’ Life Ins. > 
missioner of Insurance 
City of Lake Charles vs. - 
table Life Assur. Soc........XXXV., 
City of New Orleans vs. Liver- 
pool & London & Globe Ins. 
Co... -.-XXIX., 960 
Claflin et al. vs. United States 
Credit System Co 
Clapp vs. Farmers’ Mut. 
Ins. Ass’p. 
Clark vs. 
Assur. © 
Clark vs. Equitable Life ‘Assur. 
Soc. of United States..... XXXIV., 
oe. vs. nam Life Assur. 


XXIX., 765 
XXX., 919 
15 


XV., 524 


XX., 514 
364 


XXV., 567 
ies v 8. Reis, ‘Treasurer XXVI., 368 
Clark vs. Schromyer.. ocvceccdeaabanes G00 


Clark vs. Supreme Council, Royal 
Arcanum, et al 


Clark vs. Svea Fire Ins. Co 
Clark et al. vs. Western Assur.Co XXI., 281 
Clarke vs. Swartzenberg et al XXVI., 521 
Clarke et al. vs. Equitable Life 

Assur. Soc. of United States.XXXII., 
Clawson vs. Citizen’s Mutual 

PRe FB Obcncscces ac00.cnce cdhaaneiey.wee 
Cleavenger vs. Franklin Fire 

Ins. Co. of Wheeling, W. Va..XXIX., 528 
Clemans vs. Sup. Ass’y Royal Soc. 

of Good Fellows. I., 856 
Clemens et al. vs. Royal Neigh- 

bors of America 640 
Clement etal. vs. New York Life 

Ins. Co XXVII., 827 


385 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1143 


Clemment’s Adm’r vs. German ~* 

Ins, eccccsevcccecccccem meV, 114 
Clifton Coal Co.vs.Scottish Union 

& National — CO. cece XXVI.,1007 
Clifton -— Co. vs. United 

States ny & peegeeyd 
Co XXX., 766 


eeeeee weeeee 


a vs. Norfolk Mut. Fire Ins. 


-XXX., 1004 
XXV., 876 


Clubb vs.American ‘Accident Co.— 
American Acc. Co. vs. Clubb ... 


Clymer vs. Supreme Council 
American Legion of Honor 
et al. 

Coad vs. Travelers Ins. Co...... 

Coats vs. West Coast F.& M.Ins.Co..X XI.,1049 

Cobb vs. Preferred Mut. Acc. Ass’n 

et al.—Preferred Mut. Acc. 
AEE CGE: CROW ccc ctccnenss xXV., 


Cobbey vs. Dorland et al 


Coburn et al.vs. Life Indemnity & 
Investment Co. 


Cochran vs. London Assurance 
Corporation 


— etal. vs. Mutual Life Ins. 


59 


Codigan Transit Co.vs.The MajesticXXV., 
Coffin vs. — York Life Ins. 

COceces coe coe cece coves XXXIIL., 
Coggins ° vs. tna Ine. ‘Co......XXXVI., 
Colby vs. Cedar Rapids Ins. Co.. 


Colby vs. Life Indemnity & In- 
VRS Gincccccecencncstasis XXTII., 675 


Colby vs. Parkersburg Ina. Co.....X XII., 460 


Cole vs. Manchester Fire As- 
sur. Co 


a Union Central Life Ins. 


800 


421 
354 
-XXIV., 695 


XXVIII., 1040 


aoe ee 
Coleman vs. Anderson 288 
Coleman vs. Retail Lumber- 

man’s Ins. Ass'n XXVIIL., 


——- et al. vs. New Orleans Ins. 


650 
-.XXI., 769 


Collins vs. Bankers’ Acc. Ins. Co. 
Qe eicans chats cack pienbanveuainats XXV., 223 
Collins hed London Assurance 
Corpo! XXIV., 658 
Collins = 
Ins. Co. 592 
Collins vs. North British & Mer- 
cantile Ins. 
Collinsville Savings Society vs. 
Boston: Ins. Co. ......5.06 XXXIV., 1031 
Collman vs. Equitable Life As- 
sur. Soe’y of U. S. ......... XXXVI., 
Commercial Bank vs. Firemen’s 
Ins. Co 
Commercial Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Morris et al 
Commercial Travelers Mut. Acc. 
Ass’n vs. Springstein......... 
Commercial Travelers’ Mut. Acc. 
= n of America vs. Fulton 


80 


332 
XXIII., 543 
XXVI., 632 
XXIX., 1 


Commercial Union Assur. Co. vs. 
Norwood 


Commercial Union Assur, Co. vs. 
Urbansky et al...... ...0...XMXI., 


Commercial Union Ins. Co. vs. 


728 


Commonwealth vs. 
Commonwealth vs. 
Life Ins. Co. XXXV., 
Commonwealth vs. Morningstar....XXI., 88 


Commonwealth vs. Provident Bi- 
cycle Ass’n XXVI., 829 


Gaither 
Inter-State 


eee e were eeene 





1144 


Commonwealth vs. Reinoehl 
Commonwealth vs. Roswell... 
‘Commonwealth vs. Vrooman 


Commonwealth ex rel. Kirkpat- 
rick, Attorney-General, vs, 
American Life Ins. 
XXIII., 739 


Appeal of Little 
XXIV., 238 


XXVI., 267 
XXVIII, 384 


Commonwealth ex rel. Williams 
vs. Provident Life Ass’n 


‘Commonwealth Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co. vs. Fairbank Canning Co..XXIX., 02 
Commonwealth Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co. vs. Wm. Knabe & Co. 

BAER. Odeccce soccce covcccccdedetaecs, O6 
Commonwealth Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co. vs. W XXVII., 
Companhia de Moagens do Barri- 

ero vs. London Assurance Co. 

and Mannheim Ins. Co 
Comstock vs. Fraternal 

Ass'n of America.. 
Concordia Fire Ins. 


935 


XXII., 717 


. XXXII, 246 


eens 


Co. 


Ins. 
Connections Fire Ins. Co. ve. 
Hamilto 


XXIII, 


Smith AEE. 929 
Connecticut Fire Ins. Co. vs. Tilley.XXI., 558 
Connecticut Indemnity Ass'n 

vs. Grogan’s Adm'r XXVIII., 1031 
Connecticut Mutual Life Ins. 

Co, vs. XXXII, 1053 
Connecticut Mutual Life Ins. Co. 

vs. MoWhirter 
Connecticut Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

vs. Tucker et al 
Conuer ct al. vs. Manchester 

Assur, Co. of Manchester, 


241 


} 844 
Connolly vs. Bolster et al....XXXIV., 192 
Consumers’ Match Co. et al. vs. 
German Ins. Co. of Free- 
o6- XXXII, 
Consumers’ 
man Ins. 
Continental 
Buchtel 
Continental 8. 
Hunt XXXV., 240 
Continental Casualty Co. 2. 
PD GE Bis. cose svncccee XXXVI. 
Continental Gunite & 
Johnson 
Continental 
Lloyd 
Continental 
Peltier 760 
Continental b 
Waters XXXVI., 152 
Cugatee Ins. Co. vs. Altna Ins. 


180 
Match Co. vs. Ger- 
Co. of Freeport...XXXIII., 525 
Casualty Co. vs. 
seeeeee ss MRXV., 389 
Co. 


» 287 


461 


XXII., 501 


938 

Continental Ins. Co. vs. Board of 

Fire Underwriters of the 

Pacific et al 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Brooks..XXXI., 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Chase et al. XXV., 398 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Chew XXVI., 464 
Continental Ins, Co. vs. Cum- 

mings et al oceccessM&l., 733 
Continental Ins. Co. vs, Cum- 

Se rere XXXV., 960 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. 

Daniel... «.. «2. «wseoe--XEXIIL, 354 
Continental Ins, Co. vs. on 1051 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. 790 


M. 
Loud & Sons’ Lumber oo. XXIIL, 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Moore...XXX., 1021 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Riggen 
etal XXVI., 590 
i I ’ . Thom- 
Continental Ins. Co. vs 01 XXXIV., 387 
Continental Ins, Co. vs. Wade..XXXVI., 479 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. yo XXII., 373 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. 

aker and Dillard........ * xxxiIL., 575 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. WickhamXXIX., 576 
Continental Ins. Co. et al vs. 

Vallandingham & > aa .XXXIl., 1032 
Continental Ins. Co. of New 

York vs. Clurk et al......XXXIII, 873 
Converse vs. Knights Templars’ 

_ — Life — 


XVIII., 481 


Convis et “al. vs. faieene’ ‘Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co. et al........00. 


oe p< Phenix Mutual Life 


XXX., 828 


XXIII, 231 
Cook vs. Allee et al.... ......XXXII., 288 
Cook vs. Benevolent soa of 

Minn.. ooesseK&VIL., 848 

‘North’ British” & * Mer- 

captile«Ins. Co cancee coateaaees, OOS 
Cook vs. North British & Mer- 

cantile Ins, Co.... .... ...XXXII., 476 
Cook vs. Westchester Fire Ins. 


Co. et al. 
Cooksey vs. Mutual “Life ‘Ins. 
> Se. cnekesoskeons XXXIV., 


Co. of 172 
Cooledge vs. Continental Ins. Co..XXVI., 730 
Gangge vs. German-American Ins. 


seeee 


-XXXV., 211 


XXVI., 985 
Cooper vs. Phoenix Accident & 
Bick Benefit Ass’n of Ben- 
COR FEMIOOE cc csccccecpecce » XXXV., 155 
Cooper vs. Tamed States Mut. an... 
ssociat' 


Goeaye vs. Insurance Co. ot State 


Copeland vs. : iecauis Ins. Co on 224 
Copeland vs. Western Assur. Co..XXIV., 559 


Corbett vs.Spring Garden Ins.Co.XXVII., 606 
Corey et al. vs. Sherman etal XXVI., 365 
Corkery vs. Security Fire Ins. Co.XXVI., 331 


Cornelius vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co...XXIX., 509 


Cornelius vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co...XXX., 372 
Cornell vs. Tiverton & L. C. Mut. 


Cornell vs. Travelers Ins. Co. 
Cornwell vs. Fraternal Accident 
Ass’n of America --XXVIL., 
Corporation of London Assur. 
vs. Paterson et al...... -.-XXVIII., 385 
Cotter vs. Repel Neighbors of 
America. . 
ae vs. ‘American Accident 


XXVI., 520 
-XXXII., 769 


90 


668 


XXIII, 344 

Couch & Gilliland vs. Hom 
Protection Fire Ins. Co.. *XXXIL., 1055 
oe vs. ateegettien Life 
° 00098000060 emake Wey BOT 


Coughlin et al. “vs. “Knights of 


Columbus 
Coulson vs. Flynn et al 


Courtemanche vs. Supreme 
Cet 2. a Binues. 6a notes XXXIIL., 
or ares. Ben. Ass'n vs. 


44 


XXXIV., 383 


481 


Cowart vs. Capital City Ins. Co...XXVII., 246 
Cragg vs. Continental Ins. Co....... XXI1., 127 
Craiger vs. Modern Woodmen of 
America -.. XXXVI, 
Crawford vs. Northwestern 
Traveling Men's Ass’n .....XXXVI., 575 
Caer Adm’r vs. Travelers 


480 





1907.] 


Crawford et al. vs. Transatlan- 

tic Fire Ins. Co eoeeeMXVIIL, 935 
Creed et al.vs. Sun Fire Office....XXIII., 461 
Crescent Ins. Co. vs. Vicksburg 

Y. & 8. KR. Packet Co, XXII., 784 
Crew-Levick Co. vs. British & 

Foreign oe Ins. Co., Lta.XXVII., 
Crew-Levick Co. vs. British 

Foreign & ‘Marine Ins. Co,...XXIX., 767 
Crew-Levick Co. vs. British & 

Foreigo Marine las. Co., Ltd. XXX., 209 
Co... -XXXV., 467 


554 


Crice vs. Illinois Life Ins. 
Criswell vs. Riley. XXL, "763 
Criswell vs. Riley XXII., 319 


Crittenden vs. Springfield Fire & 
Marine Ins. Co I., 726 


Cronin vs. vee Life Ins. 
Bi cc cscecie veins cuoswed XXVIII., 1040 


Cronin et al. vs. "Fire Ass’n of 
Philadelphia.... ..... .++.+-XXIX., 564 


Cross vs. National Fire Ins. Co 
Crotty vs. Union Mut. Life Ins. Co..XXI., 645 


Crowder vs. Continental Cas- 

ualty Co. XXXV., 576 
Crown Point Iron Co. vs. Ins. Cos...XXI., 31 
Crutchfield vs. Bailey XXVI., 463 
Crutchtield et al. vs. Union Cent. 

Life Ine. O0..ccccce cscoccedeamse, OG 
Culver ws. Guyer....,. ssecceees XXX., 573 
Cummer Lumber Co. vs. Ass’d 

Mfrs’ Mut. Fire Ins. Corp...XXXI., 87 
Cummins vs. German American 

Ins. 

Cunyus vs. Guenther 

Curnow vs. Phenix Ins. Co. 
Curry vs. Stone 

Curtiss vs. Atna Life Ins. Co....XXVIL., 
Cushing et al. vs. Williamsburgh 

City Fire Ins. Co x 
Cushman et al. vs. New England 

Fire Ins. Co 

Aid 


Custer vs. Fidelity Mut. 

Ass’n e+e XARIV., 1048 
Cyrenius vs. Mutual Life Ins.Co..XXIV., 554 
Dade vs. tna Ins. Co 
Dagegs vs. Orient Ins. Co 
Dailey vs. Preferred Mass. Mut. 

Accident Ass’n 
Dale et al. vs. Continental (ns. Co..XXV., 


Dalton vs. Agricultural Ins. 
Co. of Watertown, N. Y...XXXIV., 


Dalton vs. Germania Fire Ins. 

Co. of New York 
Dalton vs. Knights of Columbus.XXXVIL., 
Dalton vs. Milwaukee Mechan- 

ics’ Ins. Co. XXXIV., 251 


Dalton vs. Providence-Wash- 
ington Ins. Co. of Provi- 
Gumee, Be B. ccceccessvcece XXXIV., 263 
Dalton vs. Westchester mat 
Ins. Co. of New York ....XXXIV., 262 
oe vs. Grand Lodge A. oO. U. 
XXITII., 830 
XXXI., 367 


XXIX., 851 
XXII. 239 


646 
XI., 934 
41 


67 


27 
10 


260 


896 


ueaminaa vs. Wallenstein 

Darlington vs. Phoenix Mut. Fire 
Ins. Ci 

Dargan vs. Equitable Life As- 
sur. ba Ge’ Wut Te weeds can XXXIV., 796 

Daugherty vs. Knights of Pythias.X XVI., 460 

David vs. Oakland Home Ins. Co..XXIV., 348 

a vs. Ztna Mutual Fire Ins. 


XXIX., 373 


XXVII., 549 


Davis vs. Atna Mutual Fire Ins. 
DBs iccvsese evsssece apees ose 


Davis vs. Anchor Mut. Fire Ins. Co. av. ” e99 
Davis vs. Atlas Assurance Co....XXVII., 463 
Davis vs. Imperial Ins. Co XXVII., 478 
Davis vs. Phenix Ins. Co XXV., 676 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1145 


Davis vs. Pioneer Furniture Co.,.XXVIII., 474 
Bevis i Pioneer Mut. 


‘XXXVI, 143 
meetn: vs. Supreme Council 

Royal Arcanum . o6¢edkakae Vhs, OB2 
Davis vs. United States Health 

& Accident Co XXXV., 317 
Davis et al. vs. Farmers’ Mut. 

Fire Age’B...- oc eee XXXII, 281 
Davis Lumber Co.vs. Home Ins. = XXVI., 925 
Davis & Co. vs. Insurance Co. 0 

North America. * XXVIL, 184 
Davison vs. London & Lanca- 

shire Fire Ins. Co...... ---MXVIIL, 152 
Deardorff vs. Guaranty Mut. Acc. 

Association XXI., 667 
Decker vs. Righter et al........XXIX., 100 
Deer Trail Consol. Min. Co. et 

al. vs. Maryland Casualty 

Co. of Baltimore, Md XXXIV., 33 
De Frece vs. National Life Ins.Co.X XII., 112 
De 7 vs. Fidelity & Casualty 


-XXV., 315 
Delaware Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co. etc: vs. Wagner 
Delaware Ins. Co. vs. 8S. S. White 

Dental Mfg. UCo.......... 
Delle vs. State Mutual Hail 

Ins. Co coce coc XRll., 383 
Delouche vs. eee Life 

Ins. Co ecoee MMIX., 284 
Denieay 8. Sup. Lodge Knights of 

Pythias of the World. XXII., 606 
Deming ee Co. vs. Dick- 

erman XXXI., 206 
Deming Inv. Co. Shawnee 

Fire Ins. Co XXXV., 241 
Dennis vs. Modern Brotherhood 

of America xx 
Denton vs. Farmers’ Mutual 

Fire Ins. XXVIILI., 
De Raiche vs. Liverpool & London 

& Globe Ins. Co . XXX., 815 


Des Moines Ice Co. vs. Niagara 
Fire Ins. Co XXVI., 378 
172 


Des Moines Life Ass’n vs. Owen. XXVILI., 
Des Moines Life Ass’n vs. Owen..XXX., 183 
Des Moines Life Ins. i vs. 
Annie Simnacker et al.......XXX., 378 
Des Moines Life Ins. Co. vs. 
t XXXIIL., 
De Sonora vs. Bankers’ Mut. 
Casualty Co. et al.. .. -XXXII., 
Detroit Mfg. Mut. vs. Merrill et ‘al.XXIv. 
Devereaux vs. Insurance Co...XXVIII., 


Devitt vs. to) “thegaptibageriinss 
ton Ins. Co..... soece 


De ze it vs. Home Forum ‘Benefit 


XX., 961 


eee 


848 


805 


956 
68 
192 


XXII., 338 


XXVIL., 269 
De Wolf vs. Washington......XXXIII., 236 
Dezell vs. iran & ey 

Co XXII, 905 
Deyo et al. va. The Oswego et al.. “XXVI., 172 
Diamond Plate Glass Co. vs. Min 

neapolis Mut. Fire Ins. Co " XXIL, 559 
Dibbrell et ai. vs. Georgia Home 

Ins. C 
Dick vs. Supreme Body of In- 

ternational Congress . 


Dick et al. vs. Equitable Fire & 
Marine Ins. Co, et al 


memenee vs. 
Mut. Life Ins. 


Dickinson vs. Grand Lodge A.O 
U.W 


Northwestern 
Co 


XXII., 201 


“XXIII, 863 


National Life & 
XXXV., 710 


Dickinson vs. 





1146 


Diffenbaugh vs. "nion Fire Ins. 

Co. of San Francisco...... ..... Batt.,' 70 
Dimick vs. Metropolitan Life 

oe eer b SNe se Meeeee eBay 3 
Dischner et al. vs. Piqua Mut. 

AIG AGW Bocesee sevces covcdaens, BE 
Dishong vs. Iowa Life & Endow- 

ment Association............... XXVI., 366 


Dixon vs. National Life Ins. Co...XXVI., 776 
Dixon vs. Order of Railway Con- 
cnthoccvesussbacthtcnctsas XXI., 690 
— ae State ay 
i thee bpindes ba Saaae aK XXVII., 762 
Dota ¥ vs. inion Mut. Tana, O8......... XXI., 352 
~~ = Home Mut. Ins. Co., re- 


Dodge vs. Boston Marine Ins. Co.XXIII., 465 
Dod ena. Hamburg Bremen Fire 


Ws Ge ipnnmarsuddadendsbdddnsenss XXVI., 255 
Doherty vs. Ancient Order of Hi- 
berpians’ Widows’ & Or- 

phans’ Fund........ .......-XSIX., 903 


Dohmen Co., Limited, vs. Niag- 
ara Fire Ins. Co. of New York.XXVII., 


Dolan vs. Missouri Town Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co... 


antsy Seaceeeg |. XXIX., 473 
Dolan vs. ae Reserve Fund 
ife Ass’n..... XXXII., 382 


Donald vs. Chicago, B. & Q. Ry.Co.XXIV., 640 


357 





Donaldson vs. Sun Mut. Ins. Co....XXV., 277 
Donley vs. Glens Falls Ins. 0... XXXV., 232 
Donnell vs. Donnell et al........... XXIV., 371 
Donogh vs. Farmers’ Fire Ins. Co..XXV., 472 
Doody vs. National Masonic 

BOO, AMM Bscce cevese oe ssakakanhie, 208 
Dorey vs. Metropolitan Life 

TOR, Tiicasccises cevncsece XXVIII, 380 
D’Orlu vs.Bankers’ & Merchants’ 

SE EIEN: ono: ccicessenncec XXVL., 362 
Dorsey vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co.XXVI., 462 
Doten vs. Adtna Ins. Co......... XXIX., 95 
Doten vs. Aitna Ins. Co.......... XXX., 479 
Doty et al. vs. Dickey ........ XXXVI., 73 
Dougherty vs. Pacific Mut. Lite 

SES Cc asnscescenssocceccssvecens XXII., 729 
Douglass vs. Parker XXII. 714 
Douglass vs. Phenix Ins. Co.......XX11., 561 
Dover Glass Works vs. American 

DEO BE, DOs oncoccececesvccnces XXIV., 12 


Dowling etal.vs.Lancashire Ins.Co.XXV., 430 


Downs vs. German Alliance Ins. 

GOs OU TE. vin sie c.00060sensc nse ees, VOR 
Downs Farmers’ Warehouse As- 

sociation vs. Pioneer Mut. 

Ins. Association ...... ..... XXXV., 273 
Doying et al.vs. Broadway Ins.Co.X XIII., 394 
Doyle vs. American Fire Ins. Co.XXXI., 546 


OPE WR TE cccccccccccccescdeaee ing OOP 
Driskell vs. U. 8S. Health & 

Accident Co, wsccccssccceces XXXV., 768 
Driver et al. vs. Planters’ Mut. 

BOB.. GMPB. ccccsecciresscce .-XXXV., 811 


Dryer vs. Security Fire Ins. Co....XXIV., 541 


Dryer vs. Security Fire Ins. Co...XXIX.,1046 
aay vs. Farmers’ —_ -_ 

mB, Co. .00. »- XXXII. 1015 
Duffy vs. Metropolitan ‘Lite "Ins. 

Mc cissa> anvete has, % XX., 821 
Duffy. ar. vs. Fidelity Mut. 

BAe TRA, GR. nccccccnscvese XXXVI., 25 
Dunbrack va. Neal..........+. XXXIII., 670 


Duncan vs. New York Mut. Ins.Co.XXI., 960 
Duncan vs. New York Mut.Ins.Co.XXII., 526 
pane vs. Preferred Mut. Acc. 


Sl Bie snawceereenctsnenschannees XXVIL., 366 
Dunham et al. vs. Citizens’ 
ns. Co..... peso cece. cacdeaeaehahe, 6b 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[ Dec., 
Dunham et al. vs. Morse........... XXII., 793 
Dunn vg. Springfield F. & M. Ins. 

Sinisa ahckebeae TAP: > AE! 
Dupuy vs. Delaware Ins. Co.......XXIV., 161 
Durkee vs. India Mutual Ins, Co..XXIII., 35 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. 

Rs i pis conciscsuseesene XXIV., 284 


Dwelling-House Ins.Co.vs. DowdallXXV., 267 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. Gould..X XI., 535: 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. John- - 

POS Give scwnvedencdecccsevdsesks XXI., 911 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. Jolin- 

| eee XI., 849 
Dwelling: House Ins. Cu. vs. Kan- 

sas Loan & Trust Co............ XXVI., 603. 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs.SnyderXXV., 715 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. Weikel.XXI., 219 
Dwinnell vs. Minneapolis F. & M. 

Mut. Ins. Co. et al.......... XXXL, 
en et al. vs. Kramer et 

O0se cecens coe cece os cdmamael ln, 

Dwinneil et al. vs. Minneapo- 

lis KF. & M. Mut. Ins. Co. 

OC Bh, ccccccccccecosscocnces XXXV., 
cee et al. caanieeee vs. 

Felt ee eee 
Dwyer vs. Mutual Life ‘Ins. Co. 

“2 rr XXXIIL, 854 
Eagan vs. Oakland Home Ins. Co..XXV., 534 


Eagle Fire vs. Globe Loan « 
NE ei deuianacatecaccenxcxscetaaee Tse 


Early vs. ae Life & Acci- 

dent Ins. C XXVI., 820 
Earnshaw vs. California Ins. Co..XXVI., 116 
Easley vs. New Zealand Ins. Co.XXVII., 289 
Easley vs. Valley Mut. Life Ass’n.XXIV., 453 


878 


176 


359 


-XXXII., 861 


615 


East Carolina Ry. Co. vs. Mary- 

Jand Casualty Co. ......... XXXVI.,1031 
East Texas Fire [ns.Co.vs.CrawfordX XI., 39 
East Texas Fire Ins.Co.vs.FlippinX XIII., 219 


East Texas Fire Ins. Co.vs.HarrisX XIII., 552 
East Texas Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

, 549 
East Texas Fire Ins.Co.vs.Perkey.XXVI., 53 
Eaton vs. Atlas Accident Ins. Co.XXVI., 577 


Eberman vs. American Fire 

iss 455 h6s kn cskvnsexnabn ned XXIV., 160 
Economic Life Ass’n vs. Spinuney.XXXI., 678 
Eddy vs. Insurance Co............. XXIV., 3 
Edgefield Mfg. Co. vs. Mary- 

land Casualty Co, .........XXXVI.,10) 


Edwards vs. Planters’ & People’s 
Mut. Fire Ass'n of Georgia.. 
Edwards et al. vs.Arquette (Agri- 


-XXIX.. 945 


cultural Ins. Cu. Garnishee)...XXIV., 290 
Edwards et al. vs. Farmers’ 

Bee. BHR, APR ove ccccccvnc XXXVI., S86 
Egan vs. British & Foreign Ma- 

CUO. SU Glance cuces scvsness XXXI., 431 
Egan vs. Westchester Fire Ins.Co.XXV., 361 
Ehrlich vs. 42tna Life Ins. Co....... XXI., 100 
Ehrsam Mach. Co. vs. Phenix 

 nnsininkevieseuanthansen XXIV., 316 
Elder vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. 

W. of Minnesota............. XXIX.,1046 
Elgutter vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass'n........006. .XXIX., 926 
Ellerbe vs. Barney................ XXIITI., 356 
Ellerbe vs. Faust.................. XXIIL., 368 
Ellerbee, Supt. Insurance, vs. 

United Masonic Benefit Ass'n 

(Cannon et al. Interveners).. SRIL., 445 


Elliott vs. Des. Moines Life Ass’n.XXX., 769 


Elliott et al. vs. Merchants’ & 

Bankers’ Fire Ins. Co..... XXVIII, 677 
Ellis vs. Massachusetts Mut. Life 

SINK dp biveks nanete dives bn caabad XVI., 97 
Ellison et al. vs. Straw et al..XXXIIL., 286 





1907.] 
Ellison et al. vs. Straw et al..XXXIII., 231 
Elmondorph vs. Citizens’ Mut. 

PESO BBB COiess<cni cevsetessccnse XXII., 618 
El Paso Reduction Co. vs. 

Hartford Fire Ins. Co..... XXXII, 758 
Embry’s Adm’r vs. Harris.....XXVIII., 103y 
Emerson vs. an apt Lite 

Ins. Co.... oe -XXXIII., 539 
Emigh vs. State Ins. Co. cedaaaaWe XXIII., 688 
Emmons vs. Supreme Conclave 

Imp. Order of Heptasophs...XXXV., 767 
Empire State Ins. Co. vs. Ameri- 

can Central Ins. Co............. XXII., 626 
Employers’ Liability Assur. Co., 

Limited, vs. Morris.......... XXIX., 277 
Employers’ Liability Assur. Cor- 

poration vs. Anderson........ XXVILI., 476 
Employers’ Liability Assur. Corp. 

vs. Light, Heat & Power Co.XXXI., 400 
Employers’ Liability Assur. 

Corp., Limited, vs. Back.....XXIX., 827 
Endowment Rank, semlgeate of 

Pythias, vs. Cogbill heunsestbaaee XXVI., 920 
Endowment Ranks, Knights of 

Pythias, vs. Rosenfeld.......... XXII., 547 
England et al. vs. Westchester Fire 

PN ERs davancpcansccavnasdd cand ual XXI., 808 
Enos etal. vs. St. Paul Fire & 

DR BI, Ce cacsaswcrcacaws XXIII., 258 
Enright vs. Standard Life and Ac- 

cident Ins. Co. of Detroit....... XXII., 623 
Enterprise Lumber Co. vs. 

WED < dc concbawentdccasace “XXVIIL, 479 
Entwistle. ws. Travelers Ins. Co.. XXXI., 464 
Epstein vs. State Ins. Co.............XXI., 612 
Equitable Accident Ins Co. vs. Os- 

MIN Gaodadeuddacanccdeandsncioedass XXI., 947 
Equitable Fire Ins. Co. vs. Alex- 

MIRE: cnadsh deugtbaecabsaccasucss XXII., 800 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc 

BEGG Gc ccc) seeve  cvccs ee "XXXII, 191 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc 

Commonwealth... .... 2+ «ss XXXI., 407 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. v 

Evans..... a neeeene. seseteens XXX., 852 
Equitable Life Assur. Society 

vs. McElroy et al.............. XXVIL., 561 
Equitable Life Assur. Society 

vs. Maverick..... cceccecccdedunsinn, O78 
Equitable Life Assur. Society 

WG, POCMINS : 6cdcscccincvitus XXXVI., 574 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. vs. 

DON ia sk Siccveun: dadks XXIX., 651 
Equitable Life Assur. Society 

ee XXVII., 322 
Equitable Life Assur. Society vs. 

WHE ca cdenbinedsacdbanacehia XXIII., 81 
Equitable Life Assur. Soe’y of 

U. S. vs. Babbitt et al..... XXXVI., 500 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. of U. 

S. vs. Commonwealth ..... -XXXV., 73 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. 

the U. S. vs. Host. Soc. of XXXIV, S77 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. of 

United States vs. Warren 

Deposit Bank et al........ XXXII., 947 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. 

use of Reilly vs. Wetherill, XXXIII., 509 
Equitable Mut. Acc. Ass’n vs. Me- 

CM acinctdaccssies. <avsavadedsa XXI., 540 
Equity Life Association vs. 

GaMMON ......° cece eoee R&I, 959 
Erb vs. German Ins. Co............ XXVI., 576 
Ermentraut and Maxey vs. Girard 

Bs GE ie Bly OUNeccndrescssecaenc o 87 
Ervay vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila- 

GE 9:6. 066) aud, daeannaee 3 II., 272 
Estabrooks’ ‘Adm’ rs vs. Union 

Casualty & Surety Co..... “XXXII, 90 
Esterbrooks vs. Fidelity Mut. 

Pe Ei, GO, cccccce ccccadvcateeeinn One 


Index of Cases Reported 


1147 


Co. 
-+-XXIX., 608 


Eureka Fire & Marine Ins. 
vs. Baldwin..... 


eeeeees 


Evans vs. Orawford Count, 

Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co. Yxxxvi. » 207 
Evanst Golf Club vs. Home 

Ins. Co. Sicoadbnie dtc coess vacapa ren ene 

Everett vs. O'Leary... ... ...XXXII., 863 
Everett-Ridley-Ragan Company 

vs. Travelers Ins. . of 

Chicago ...... seeces .--XXXIV., 671 
Everson vs.Equitable Life Assur. 

Gee icacisicceccnnsstgunpted canned XXIV., 401 
Everson vs. Equitable Life As- 

surance Society.............-. XXVII., 647 
Excelsior Foundry Co. 


8. 
oeeee XXIII, 1016 


Western Assur. Co. 
Exchange Bank of Macon vs. 


Bm 6 Wi. .ces enaneiaeanes XVIII., 186 
Executor of Robt. Kilpatrick 
vs. a Life Ins. 
WA .eceudvececantacanasnrée XXXIIIL, 576 
Expressman’s Mut. Ben. Ass’n 
vs. Hurlock.... sscccces coccm ml Xe, O84 
Fairfield Packing Co. vs. South- 
ern Mut. Fire Ins. Co...... XXVIII., 983 
Weis Ve Tae 06 Oho. sive sa dccctisecs XXI., 479 
Fallon v8? Farmers’ Home Mut. 
Aid Ass’n....... cots eases XXXI., 491 
Farmers’ Alliance Mut. Fire Ins. 
Co. we. Vallie .ccccccceces »- XXXV., 278 
Farmers’ Feed Co. vs. Scottish 
Union & National Ins. Co...XXXII., 162 


Farmers Feed Co. of New Jersey 
vs. Scottish Union & National 


Ins. Co..... eee eccece eccese XI1., 84 
Farmers’ Fire Ins, Co. vs. John- 

Stud CC Al. .cccccccccescense XXVII., 217 
Farmers’ Milling Co. vs. Mill 

Owners’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co.XXXIV., 544 
Farmers’ Mutual Fire Ins. Ass’n 

WS. Bare ..cccce sesce seocceed XV., 560 
Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins, Co. vs 

Benton ..c.ccce cocce coveces XXIV., 34 
Farmers’ Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

GONE on ccicdetstas Sevcccnsaeeees ew 
Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co. of 

De Kalb County vs. Jack- 

MAM cccecs evecee oes, oo cemneees GbE 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Ass’n vs. 

AUSBeccccce ceccece coos cee M RIX, 852 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Ass’n of Geor- 

Sia wS. Price..cc. cocccccccce XXX., 352 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Kin- 

WPcccase etecnsss oseus .XXXI., 783 
Farmers’ “Mut. Ins, Co. vs. 5. Kryder. XXII., 62 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Phenix - 

Ins. Co. of Brooklyn, N. Y...XXXI., 780 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Phe- 

nix Ins. Co. of ae et 956 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. 

M6 cca, ache teow eos “XXXII. 88 
Farmers’ Union Ins. Co. vs. Wilder. XXII., 129 


Farmers’ United T. P. Mut. 

Hail Ass’n vs. Dally .......XXXV., 766 
Farmers’ & Mechanics’ Life 

AGFS WE. GRID co vcccicccecs XXXVI.,286 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. 

WE BOGGS cvicccccdccactdcece XXXV., 479 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. 

Wie ROG bs cicvaseuedaescuac XXXVI., 390 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. 

CU; GROMOTE <cicccceds ceteces XXVI., 711 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins, Co. 

WE TR sik chcanes ooee XXXII, 1017 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. 

COS OR: FORO sc cccvicvadecs XXVIII., 366 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. 

Co. wS. Jensen ......cescees XXVIII., 664 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. 

eS SS re XXXIII., 801 





1148 


Farmers’ & Merchants’ 
vs. Moore .. 


Farmers’ & anna Ins. 

BOD cecscvccce covers 
Farmers’ & & Merchants’ Ins. >. 

P vs. Warner ..... -XXXIV., 


Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. 
vs. Wiard et al.............MXIX., 


Farnum et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co.XXVI., 
Farr vs. Trustees of Grand Lodge 

Bs Di We GEER evecsciccce XXIL, 
Farrell vs. German American 

ns, seeenses . XXIX., 


Farrell vs. aney Mut. Life 
Ips. Co.. 


Farwell vs. 


Ins. 
jenogt XXV., 785 


Co. vs. 


seauooes 860 
465 
473 
760 


841 
679 


Home Ins. Co. 0} 


City of New York ...... * <XXxIV., 897 
Faughner et al. vs. Manufacturers’ 

Bes, Dine THB. Oe. cccccccccses +» 154 
Faust vs. American Fire Ins, Co..XXV., 176 
Fawcett vs. Supreme Sitting 

Order of Iron Hall .......... +» 169 
Fayerweather et al. vs. Phenix Ins. 

EM csrsessannnss cdchaaaus Rand » 342 
Feder et al vs. Iowa State . 

Traveling Men's Ass’n.....XXVIII., 276 
Fee vs. National Masonic Acc. 

CPD cane. cnvece c0s008s< ...XXIX., 635 
Feiber et al. vs. Supreme 

Council A. Mivanss oeeens XXXIII., 708 
Fell et e. vs. John Hancock 

EATO WRB. GO. 6:o.0.0:00:0:060:000deeeeelley 1008 
Fenn vs. Union Central Life _,. 

DO. s scvetinek a0eba0ss0, 506 -60n V., 321 
Fennell vs. Zimmerman...... nm, 95 
Ferguson vs. pene Ins. 

Mk. Sereaetes bi cabbcaseve XXXVI., 318 
Ferguson vs. Union Mut. Life 

es SO aveeeeeensaseenens XXXIV., 53 
Ferris vs. Home Life Assur. 

Gin eearereresecevecesuse XXVIII, 188 
Fetter et al. vs. pute & 

Casualty Co. of N. Y......XXXII., 604 
Fey et al. vs. I. O. O. F. Mut 

Life Ins. Society... et xxXxuL., 300 
Fidelity Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs 

BAG OO Bh va weiss. cdsavace XXXIL, 423 
Fidelity Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

BED. avcesecee evvces -XXXII., 834 
Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n vs. Ficklin 

rr rae ++. XXI., 658 
Fidelity Mut. Life ase vs. 

ree 
Fidelit apa Life Ass'n vs. 

McDaniel. vesecece 06ccecmeedaneseee 
Fidelit _ “Lite Ass'n vs. 

SUE Sis 6 8ah “beeies. Kooees XXVIII., 487 


Fidelity Mut. Life Ass'n vs. Winn. XXV., 400 
Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n of 


Phila. vs. Mettler..... .....XXXI., 593 
Fidelity Mut. wate Ins. Co. vs. 
WER cse ccve sescces ne 225 
Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Co. 
al. vs. Riggs et al........ *SxXxIL, 956 
ee & Casualty Co. vs. Alpers 
DR Haeksessasedvtcoscesaus XXIV., 831 
riaelte & Casualty Co. vs. 
Ballard & Ballard Co...... xxv rIIl., 227 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. 
Brown et al. ............-MXXIIL, 1055 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. For- 
SPD ME Es hxc avnnsccsevsch XXVII., 233 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. Ran- 
dolph, Executor ...........00. XXVI., 291 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. Sit- 
OE. os cave. ccreewes. venentsuny XXIX., 65 


Fidelity & Casualty. Co. vs. The 
Consolidated Bank ..... 


. XXV., 


320 


Insurance Law Journal. 


siaee ae Casualty ™ vs. Water- 

man ..... ‘ ose weet 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. 

Weise.. occccvece 
Fidelity & Comite Co. of New 

York vs. Field et al.........XXXIL., 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of 

N. Y. vs. Gillette-Herzog 

Mie. Od.0.00 906 cdhde aka dey 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of N. 

Y. vs. ne Oak Cotton 

Oil & Gin Co........ sees MAAII, 572 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of N. Y. 

vs. Lowenstein..... ........X&XIX., 111 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of New 

York vs. Willey et al. .......XXVL., 
Fidelity & Guaranty Co. of N. 

Y. vs. estern Bank........XXXV., 692 
Fillmore vs. Great comp of the 

Maccabees -XXV., 640 
Finch vs. Grand meer, 

Ancient Order of Druids ..... “XXV., 494 
Finch vs. Modern Woodmen of 

ED 50:85: 0805. 6800 von XXVIL., 
vines vs. Union Mut. Fire Ins. 


63 
74 
466 


XVI., 


751 


eee eee oe 


897 


375 


XXI., 986 


eee ween 


Finerty vs. Supreme Council 
Catholic Knights of America..XXX., 286 


Fink vs. Fink....... ..0.+ oseeeXXXI., 833 
Finley vs. United States Casu- .. 

GH UD. GE GL, ceccncs éocectnaeeeVes 170 
Finn vs. aan _ 

BB Divies see XXXII, 472 
Fire Ass'n of Philadelphia vs. 

Ba iictkks. siseccee. 5 cee XXXVI., 763 
Fire Ass'n of Philadelphia vs. 

ON onic bs 0K Cre se ed: 0480 XXIII., 535 
Fire Association of Phila. vs. 

Masterson et al..... .....- . XXX., 864 
Fire Ass’n of Phila. vs. Mas- 

oe Sere XXXIV., 192 
Fire a. aa n, Limited, vs. Wick- 

<anedsrtontodapnedd eusee XI., 193 

aloe Fund Ins. Co. vs. Mc- 

GeeOTF ccs ccve cove ccocccdemasle, B86 


Firemans Fund Ins. Co. vs. _ 
kor.—Sun Mut. Ins. Co. v 
BOMO..0s occevies ee XXVIIL, 953 

Firemans Fund Ins. Co. vs 
WOON, 5 00. viensen 04000 008 ‘XXVIIL., 1025 

Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co. et al. 

Co. et al..XXXVI., 


vs. Palatine Ins. 385 
Firemen’s Fund Ins.Co.vs. Buck- 
Es sonkcgadatssbsesvvegsveeqncek eee 650 
Firemen’s Fund Ins. Co. 
BUMS. ccccocs ces co oese as “XXXI., 1049 
Firemen’s Ins. Co. vs. Appleton 
Paper & Pulp Oo.............s0.. XXV., 634 


Firemen’s Ins. Co. vs. Barnsch....XXVI., 101 


First Baptist Church of Jackson 
vs. Citizens’ Mut. Fire Ins. 
penencce ccoes MA&VIIIT., 165 


First Congregational Church vs. 


eeeee ceeee 


Insurance Cos.............00..- XXII, 449 
First National Bank of Baton | 

Rouge vs. Dakota F. & M. Ins. 

Dntickons cnsblsicteve Mesitasncesd XXVI., 631 


First Nat’l Bank of Devil's Lake 
vs. American Central Ins. Co..XXIV., 


First Nat. Bank of Devil’s Lake vs. 

Manchester Fire Assurance Co.XXV., 272 
First National Bank of Fort 

Scott vs. Simpson et al.......XXIX., 576 
First National Bank of Hub- 

bard vs. Cleland et al.....XXXIII., 1056 


First Nat. Bank of Ottawa vs. 
Renn et al.. . XXX., 859 





1907.] 


Fischer vs. American Legion of 


ES vig nacouxcqhatinatanneeese< XXV., 77 
Fischer vs. London & Lanca- 

shire Fire Ins. Co.............. XXVII., 417 
Fischer vs. nee Life 

Ime. CO..cccccse seccce wocevem me, 767 
Fish vs. 


Massachusetts Mut. 

e@ Ins. Co, ...cceee-+eeXXKIIL, B23 

Fish vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. * 
Co. 


gaseqng Sheuhs vest veduas XXXVI., 81 
Fisher vs. Donovan et al...... XXVIII, 186 
Fisher vs. Mercbunts’ Ins. Co...XXXI, 45 
Fisher vs. Metropolitan Ins. Co...XXIV., 129 
ae vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 
Lovnkeonsnuadeheenenandenuaiese® XXIII., 238 
Sumer vs. Traders Mut. 

Ins. Co. of Illinois ....... fe <XXIV., 672 
Fitchner et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. 

PERO IE Bis Kambicedcencedéasecsce= XXVI., 326 
Fitzgibbous vs. Merchants’ & 

Bankers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 

WM. 2yceuieese parker oeeeKRAIV., 282 
Fitzmaurice vs. Mut. Life Ins, Co...XXI., 830 
Flanaghan vs. Phenix Ins. Co..... XXVI., 459 
Fleeman vs. Fleeman et al......... XXVI., 361 
Flei-ch et al. vs. Ins. Co. of North 

PIN i a danieabsvsececdncccsns XXIII., 634 
Fletcher vs. German American 

Ins. Co. of New York........ XXIX., 752 
Fletcher vs. Minneapolis F. & 

BRR Giiccccvcsccs occcccccs otal Mey 1056 
Flint vs. Travelers Ins. Co....... XXVII., 478 


Florida Cent. & P. R. Co. vs. 
American Surety Co. of New 


WOR cecc scene asbdccnneecs XXIX., 673 
Flynn vs. cece Benefit 

Ass’n.. -XXVI., 438 
Fogg et al. vs. ‘Supreme “Lodge of 

Order of Golden Lion........... XXII., 848 
Folb et al. vs. Phenix Ins, Co..... XXIII., 685 


Foley vs. Farragut Fire Ins. Co..X XIII, 78 


Foley et al. vs. Manufacturers & 
Builders’ Fire Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 598 


Follis, vs. United States Mutual 
RE BR Wis oivcsesksvcscccvie XXV., 489 


Forbes vs. American Ins. Co.......XXV., 101 


Forbes et al. vs. Union Central 
Lafe Int, O60. ....ccceccescocsese XXVII., 902 


Forest City Ins. Co. vs. Hardesty.XXX., 480 


Fort Scott Bldg. & Loan Ass’n 
vs. Palatine Ins. Co., Ltd. 


Foster et al. vs. a Lite 


-XXXV., 919 


Ins. Co..... e XXXII., 383 
Foster et al. vs. Home “Ins. “Oo. -XXXV., 161 
Fournier vs. German American 

We. GOsccccs wsescese sevves XXX., 715 
Fowble vs. Phenix Ins. Co, 

of Hartford. és vevdeeeaeeene, Oe 
Fowler vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. of 

Hartford, Conn.... ....... XXVIII., 681 
Fowler vs. Preferred Acc.Ins.Co.XXVII., 168 
Fox vs. Capital Ins. Co..........-.. XXIV., 203 
Fox vs. Masons’ #raternal Acc. 

Ass’n of America. ........ -XXVII., 225 





Frane vs. Burlington Ins. Co...... XXII., 364 
Frank vs.Pacific Mut.Life Ins. Co.XXIV., 538 


Frankfurter vs. Home Ins. Co.....XXIV., 76 
Franklin Brass Co. vs. Phenix 

BREE. GB. co ccncessccascesecoses XXIV., 521 
Franklin e. al. vs. ——— 

+ Companies.... wcccccee coccce aa, 7 
Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Brad- 

ML hiv sesu. Vevese o66 essust XXXI, 15 
Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hel- 

a | STE XXVIII., 1034 
Franklin Life Ins. Co. 


vs 
American Nat. Bank et al. ‘XXXIV., 305 
Franklin Life Ins. Co. vs. Peo- 


ple ex rel. Atwood... .-XXXIL, 458 





Index of Cases Reported. 


1149 


Franklin Life Ins. Co. vs. Peo- 
ple ex rel. Yancey... .. ..XXXII., 455- 


Fraser vs. Attra Life Ins. Co....XXXI., 628 
Fraser vs. Home Life Ins. Co..XXVIII., 1005 
Fraser vs. Home Life Ins. Co....XXIX., 541 
Frasier vs. New Zealand Ins. Co.XXXI., 1032 
Fraternal Aid Ass’n vs. Powers.XXXII., 1056- 


Fred J. Kiesel & Co. vs. Sun 

Ins. Office of London...... XXVIII, 434 
Fred Miller Brewing Co. vs. Coun- 

GEE REE EMG. iivccvc ccnevescesct ZEV.. 17 
Freed vs. American Fire Ins. 

C Sxcdss. ncae Vakeeaeriens XXVI., 714 
Freedman vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila.. _XXV,, 74 
Freedman vs. Providence-Wash- 

TTI BE, DO. ccc cnccescccsss XXVII., 215 
Freeman vs. Mercantile Mut, Acc. 

MP Dihig sinc xcccuantapencumiesanete » 663- 
French vs. Hartford Life & An- 

WT TI OR, on nsdavien snensacas XXVII., 331 
French vs. Millville Mfg. Co..XXXIV., 95- 
French vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

PEF Cliaintnecidciias cennbnasiensen II., 153 
French vs. The People............. XXIV., 678 
French, Receiver, vs. Mayor, etc., 

of the City of Millville...... XXX., 958 
Pround ve. Preasd: . occdeccscers XXXV., 23 
Fricke vs. United States In- 

demnity Society ..... eee XXAIV., 857 
Friedman vs. Fennell............... XXII., 240° 
Friedman _ vs. Weeds Motor Ve- 

hicle Co... -XXXIL., 1055 
Friedman Co. vs. “Atlas” Assur- 

anee Co..... e eos cee MAAII., 673 
Fries-Breslin Co. vs. ” Star Fire 

Be Ee Was bcsvene Meee scat XXXVI., 804 
Fritz vs. British America As- 

WE Gi ixescuuces c6oceses XXXIII., 596 
Fritz vs. Lebanon Mut. Ins. Co....X XII., 590 
Fritz vs. Quaker City Mut. Fire 

RINE 50k aie tudeceunse dxccee XXIII., 480 
Fromhers vs: Yanktown Fire 

WGI Sasddsnntssaccdecetiatvns XXIV., 672 
Frost vs. North British & Mer- 

a ee XXV., 3- 
Fry & Co. vs. Wm. Crabb, De- 

fendant, and Fire Ass’n of 

Phila., Garnishee....... --XXIX., 84 
Frye vs. Rath Gas & Electric. 

Go. CF Gbrcon cece ccsccvecdeeamesn GB 


Fuller vs. Locomotive Engineers’ 

Mut. Life & Accident Ass’n..XXIX., 575 
Fuller vs. New York Fire Ins. 

Co.—Same vs. Farmers’ Fire 

Ins. Co.—Same vs. _ Fire- 

men’s Ins. Co.—Same vs. 

Traders’ Ins. Co.—Same vs. 


Greenwich Ins. Co.—Same 

vs. India Mut. Ins. Co.— 

Same _ vs. oe - — 

Ins. Co... e -XXXII., 783 
Fulton vs. Stephens. ipdiebbidiiesaa -XXVII., 646 


Fulton & McNett, Trustees for 

the Phenix Mutual Life Ins. 

Co. vs. Phenix Ins. Co......... XXIII., 314 
ana vs. 


XXI., 876 


. .XXX., 281 


$ttata Sisbuc enn eeenes XXXVI., 
ites vs. Supreme Council of 

Royal Arcanum ............. XXXV., 207 
Gale vs. Mutual Aid & Acc. Ass’n.XXII., 240 
= vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


757 


Galliher vs, State Mut. Life Ins. 

COs veneveniw wale che ctiends XXXVIL., 
Standard Fire 
eoveetetondowas XXVIIL., 


681 


ee vs. 
> 125. 








1150 
-Gandy vs. Orient Ins. Co.........XXVII., 575 
Garber vs. Bressee et al....... XXVIIL., 1038 
Garbutt vs. Citizens’ Life & En- 

dowment Ass’D.............----- XXII., 464 


vs. Commercial Trav- 
* Eastern Acc. Ass’n..XXXII., 858 
Garcelon vs. Commercial Trav- 

elers’ Eastern Accident 

ME s6di5 6500s 045860 500% XXXVI., 747 
Gardner vs. Fidelity Mut. Life 

Ass’2.—Warner vs. Same...... 652 
Garfield et al.vs. Rutland Ins. Co. 

eb canbses suanéees tipesedesncdas XXVL.,1019 
Garner vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co...XXX., 861 
Garrebrant vs. Continental Ins. 

Co. 


XXVIL., 


bAGeeab ibe wana aeaes-55 XXXVI., 841 
-Garretson vs. Merchants’ and 
Bankers’ Ins. Co............--. XXIV., 320 
-Garrettson vs. Equitable Mut. 
Life & Endowment Ass'n. --XXVI., 633 
Garrettson vs. Merchants’ & 
Bankers’ Fire Ins. Co........XXX., 839 
Gauntlett et al. vs. Sea Ins. -. 
OE Giidisiend seonce “sees XXX., 986 
Geare et al. vs. United States Life | 
NE Ci wis downs weit ponic Unetsveds XXVI., 317 
Georgia Co-operative Fire Ass’n 
vs. Borchardt & Co. ......XXXIV., 778 


Georgia Home Ins. Co. vs. Allen.XXVIII., 199 
Georgia Hoie Ins. Co. vs. Allen.XXXI., 60 
-Georgia Home Ins. Co.vs. Bartlett.XXIV., 685 
Georgia Home Ins. Co. vs. Hall 


PR undhcuncncuaneeesnessnanet XXVI., 202 
Geraghty vs. Washtenaw Mut. 
Fire Imm. Co. .cccccccccccece XXXVI, 3 


Gerling vs. Agricultural Ins. Co..XXIV., 385 
German-American Fire Ins. Co. 


vs. City of Minden.......-..... XXVII., 542 
-German-American Ins. Co. vs. 

OGROOIE. «<0 cescessnrevccscsesteaeaaey G61 
German-American Ins, Co. vs. Com- 

mercial Fire Ins. Co.............. XXI., 626 
German American Ins. Co. vs 

Evants.. ones sencece «acai 827 
German American Ins. Co. vs. 

SR c decwasiaxstnssncocesssnsevens XXIV., 273 
German-American Ins. Co. vs. 

ON errr XXV., 658 
-German-American Ins. Co. vs. 

rrr XXVI., 384 
German American Ins. Co. vs 

BEle access coscve osee sees MXIX., 95 

Geiman-American Ths. Co. vs. 

DEE Ancccs vb0ec6 cnn o.-eXXXIV., 112 
German-American Ins. Co. vs. 

Southern Ry. Co. .........XXXVI., 961 


German-American Ins. Co. vs. 


Yellow Poplar Lumber Co..XXXIV., 410 
German-American Ins. Co. of 
New York vs. Yeagley ....XXXIV., 22 


-German-American Mutual Life 
DEPR Tb. DATBG nvvceciccerecs XXVII., 657 


German Fire Ins. Co. vs. Laggart...XXI., 374 
German Fire Ins. Co. vs. Roost...XXVI., 699 


German Ins. Co. vs. Brown........ XXIV., 635 
German Ins. Co. vs. Davis........X XIII., 768 
German Ins. Co. vs. Everett...... XXVIL., 838 
German Ins. Co. vs. Fairbank....... XXI, 83 
-German Ins. Co. vs. Hart.......... XXIV., 79 
German Ins. Co. vs. Hyman......... XXI., 941 
German Ins. Co. vs. Kirkendall 

Ot als oo 6% emo saune © ccccccedaeaie, BUG 
- German Ins. Co. vs. Real’ 8 Ex’s. -XXVI., 272 
German Ins. Co. vs. Shader...XXXIIL., 445 
-German Ins. Co. vs. York............ XXI., 608 
German om “ et al. vs. 

Hearne. + esses MXXIL, 462 
- German Ins. ‘Co. “of Freeport, 

TEl., VO. AMOR. .ccccesccese XXXIII., 832 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


German Ins. Co. of Freeport, I11., 


Ws DOU: <cnccwtcpes vides dexus XXVIL. 315 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport, IIL, 
vs. Downman et al......... »XXXI., 74l 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport vs. 
Emporia Mutual Loan & ae 
ings Institution....... XXIX., 380 
German Ins. Co. of Free ort, tl., 
vs. First wen ank of 
PENNA, ORs Es évacsessaupasne XXVI., 600 
German Ins. Co., of Freeport, 
PI in.i.0 6 vacpccccnes XXVIII., 286 
German Ins Co. of Freeport, 
Ill., vs. Goodfriend......... XXXVI, 217 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport vs. 
See eae ZZit., 41 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport vs. 
is canitbavchexsvarerckdswen’ XXII., 48 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport, IIl., 
vs. Russell et al.... ..... XE, 863 
German Ins. & Savings Institu- 
A. eee XXIV., 703 
German Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Schwarzwaelder.... .... ....-XXIX., 191 


German Mut.Ins.Co.vs. Niewedde.XXVI., 730 
Germania Fire Ins. Co. vs. Home 


BOG Rkpceh onsen cocsinceendéen XXIV., 382 
Germania Fire 00 Co. vs. : 

Piteber.... . ee -XXXII., 69 
Germania Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Schild. eee cove -XXXIII., 60 
Germania Fire Ins. Go. vs. Wer- 

ner—Home Ins. Co. vs. Mill- 

SOM. Srtinaee he ok vess cae XXXVI, 719 


Germania Ins. Co. vs. ‘Anderson. XXVII., 267 
Germania Ins. Co. vs. Bromwell...X XV., 372 
Germania Ins. Co. vs. Wingfleld..XXIX., 955 


Germania Life Ins. Co. vs 
POOR. scccccsccces Pe ys 


189 
Gettelman et al. vs. Commercial 

Union Assur.Co. etal.......... XXVII., 160 
Gibb et al. vs. Fire Ins. County 

of Philadelphia.................. XXIV., 313 
Gibson vs. Connecticut Fire Ins. 

MDD dveshvenuskd ssavisenenagesesthe XVI., 86 
Gibson vs. Imperial Council of 

Order of United Friends. ...... XXVI., 815 
Gibson vs. St. Paul Fire & Marine 

MOE cuctnenseshisanattannbsad XXVI., 94 
Gibson Electric Co. vs. L. & L 

Wie. Siac annvs cane ‘XXVIIL, 629 
Gilbert et al. vs. New Zealand Ins. 

PA ddaticnescancstanscesexscannasin XXI., 428 
Gillespie vs. Scottish Union & 

SENOS RNID, . v0. 900s v0. XXXVI., 300 
Gillett vs. Burlington Ins. Co.....XXIV., 147 
Gillon vs. Northern Assurance 

CDs CE TROD oc ccccccccvccen cdma keen 
Gillim & Co. vs. Fire Ass’n of 

PDUBicccvne cvccece ‘eee XXXIIL, 671 
Gilman vs. Druse............. enn, 
Gilmore vs. Knights of Co- 

PB cs sees veces osces XXXIII., 769 
Ging vs. Travelers Ins. Co....XXVIII.,, 279 


Girard F. Ins. Co. vs. Boulden...... XXII., 238 
Gish et al. vs. Insurance Co. of 








Pre ee 
oo a ae XXIII., 752 
Givens vs. Veeder. XXVII., 64 
Glasscock et al. vs. Des 

Moines Ins. Co. .......... XXXIII., 953 
Glaze vs. Three Rivers Farmers’ 

Mut. Fire Ins. Co............... XXII., 863 
Gleason vs. Canterbury Mut. 

Pe Ns TOG, svlecvcdccvescns XXXV., 932 
Glenn vs. Burns et al » 742 
Glens Falls Ips. Co, vs. Michael 

WE Mh, cctcces Cesereues occce RVI, 308 
Glens Falls Ins. Co. vs. Mi- 

GUBNE GE Ghee c cccccs ..-XXXIV., 904 








1907.] 


Glens Falls Ins. Co. vs. Porter.XXXII., 
Glens Falls Portland Cement 
Co. vs. Travelers Ins. XXIX., 748 
Globe & Rutgers Fire Ins. 
vs. David Moffat Co. ...... :XXXVI., 
Globe Reserve Mut. Life Ins. Co. 
vs. Duffy et.al 
Glover vs. National Fire Ins. Co. 
of Baltimore 
Glover vs. Rochester-German Ins. 
Co 


577 


783 


XXII., 121 


, 639 


XXVII., 300 


Mutual Benefit Life 
o6usceecweee men 


Goldbaum etal. vs. Blum et al. XXVI., 829 


Golden vs. Metropolitan Life 
Tae. CB. .cccccvesesecces e+e RXVIIL, 185 
-Golden etal. vs. Northern Assur. Co.XXI., 360 
Goldman vs. Fidelity & De- 
posit Co. of Maryland ....XXXIV., 
Goldman et al. vs. North British & 
Mercantile Ins. Co 
Goldsborough Banyer vs. Insur- 
ance Compauies.. 
‘Goete et al. vs. Georgia Home Tus. 


953 
XXV., 601 
767 


so 
Goodhue vs. Hartford: * ome 
Co. 


Goodman vs. “Cohen | “XXL, 
Goodwillie et al. vs. London 
Guarantee & Accident Co..... 


147 
vs. Provident Savings 
othlte Asst. Nockety . ’ XXvV., 409 
) le nit a 
~~ ” See: SeemRneaene oes KRIX., 95 
Gordon’s Estate .....+..eeeeees XXXVI., 286 
-Gould vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co..XXI., 328 
Gould vs. New York Life Ins. 
Co. et al. 
Gould vs. United Traction Em- 
ployee’s Mutual Aid —_ 
ciation. -XXXIIL., 


Gowers vs. “Mutual Fire Ine. Co. XXXL, 


Grable, Trustee, vs. German Ins. 
Co., of Freeport 


Grace et al. vs. Northwestern 
Mut. Relief Ass’n ...........-. XXIII., 699 


Gragg vs. Home Ins. Co XXXV., 240 
Graham vs. American Fire Ins. 


850 
424 


XXX., 


87 


863 
496 


XXI., 132 


» 744 


442 

Graham et al. vs. German Ameri- 

ean Ins. Co.—German Ins. 

Co. vs. Kistner.—Royal Ins. 

Co. vs. Silberman 
‘Graham et al. vs. Security Mut. 

Life Ins. 
Grand Lodge 

Bartes.... 
Grand Lodge 


A. * U. W. vs. 
Peery «ee 

Pe 0. v. W. of 
Kentucky vs. Edwards ...XXXIV., 
Grand Lodge A. O. ” W. vs. 
McGrath et al. or -XXXIL., 


—— maa A. oO. U. Ww. vs. ‘Noll 


Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. etal.vs. 

PUNE scesnetedesscccesenaens XXII., 523 
Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. of Ind. 

vs. Ki 
Grand Lodge A. O. . We 

Frank et al. és. onnee XXXIL., 
Grand Rapids Fire “Ins. Co. vs. 

a, rar XXVIIL., 
Grammer vs. 

Ins. C 


479 
957 


XXVI., 463 
671 


943 


eeaeeas XXVIII., 220 
Grant vs. Buchanan et al..... XXXIII., 768 


~Grant vs. North American 
Casualty Co XXII., 276 


Index of Cases Reported. 


Grattan vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 
of America 


Graves etal.vs. Merchants’& Bank- 
ers’ Ins. Co 


Gray vs. Merriman 
Gray vs. Reynolds 
one etal. vs.Germania Fire Ins. 
‘0. of City of New York XXVII., 474 

Green vs. Des Moines Fire Ins.Co.X XII., 543 
Green vs. Equitable Mut. Life & 

Endowment Ass'n XXVII., 935 
Green vs. Liverpool & London & 

Globe Ins. Co 
Green vs. Star Fire Ins. Co.....XXXV., 439 
Greene et al. vs. Northwestern 

Live Stock Ins. Co 
Greenleaf vs. National Ass’n of 

Railway Clerks.... .... ..XXXIIL, 
Greenleaf vs. National Ass’n 

of Ry. Postal Clerks .....XXXIII., 901 
Greenlee vs. Iowa State Ins. Co..XXVI,,1016 
Greenlee et al. vs. North British 

& Mercantile Ins. Co 


oe Ins. Co. vs. Dough- 


863 


XXVI., 801 


Genial Ins. Co. vs. Louisville 

& N. R. Co. et al x . 
Greenwich Ins. Co. vs.Sabotnick.XXIII., 154 
— Ins. Co. vs. Waterman 


XXII., 651 
Greenwood Ice & Coal Co. vs. 
Georgia Home Ins. Co 


Greiss vs. State Investment & 
Ins. C 
oe vs. Sostngteta F. & M. 
Ins. Co. © eeeedbabeniles 
Giaeuae vs. “Washington Life 
Ins. Co. of N. Y XXXIIL., 
Grier vs. Mutual Life Insur- 
ance Co. of New York......XXXII., 
Griesa et al. vs. Massachusetts 
Benefit Ass'n 4 “e 
Griesemer vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co.XXVI., 731 
Griffing Iron Co. et al. vs. ~ - 
L. G. Ins. Co... -XXXIIL, 643 
Griftith vs. New York Life Yee.Co.XXVI., 212 
Grimley vs. Harold et al XXVIII, 672 
Grindle vs. York Mutual AidAss’n.XXVI., 631 
Gristock vs. Royal Ins. Co. XXI., 871 
Griswold vs. Illinois Central Rail- 
road C 
Griswold vs. Ill. Cent. R. R. Co. 
Gross. et al. vs. Ins. Companies 
Grossbaum Ceramic Art Syndi- 
cate vs. German Ins. Co. of 
Freeport, Ill.—Same _ vs. 
tomac Ins. Co 
Growbarger et al. vs. United 


States Fidelity & Guaranty 
Co. et al. 


+ 629 


374 
723 


-o7 


--XXIII., 400 
XXV., 631 


» 672 
I., 470 


Grunauer et al. 


vs. Westchester 
Fire Ins. Co 


Ins. Co 
Guiterman etal.vs.German-Amer- 
ican Ins. Co 
Gurnett vs. Atlas Mut. 
Co “XXXII, 
Guthrie Laundiy Co. vs. North- 
ern Assur. 9060000s00ccdeeeah Wins 
Gutterson vs. Gutterson et al 
Gwaltney et ux. vs. Provident 
Sar. Life Assur. Soc XXXIIL., 


859 


146 
» 883 


72 





1152 


Hadley vs. Provident Savings 
Life Assur. Society 


Hagan and Martin vs. Scottish 

Union & National Ins. Co..XXXII., 
Hagan et al. vs. Scottish 

Union & National Ins. Co....XXIX., 666 
Hahn vs. Guardian Assurance Co..X XII., 721 
Haider et al, vs, St, Paul Fire & 

Marine Ins. Co XXVII., 222 


Haire vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co...XXII., 66 
Hale vs. Life Indemnity & Invest- 
XV., 63 


ment Co 
XV., 801 


XXVIII, 188 


47 


Hale vs. Life Indemnity & Invest- 
ment Co 


Hale vs. Michigan Farmers’ 

Mat: Dive Ins. Oo. «05000525 XXXVI., 669 
Haley vs. Prudential Ins. Co....XXX., 469 
PY eer .... KXVI., 926 


Hall vs. American Employers’ Lia- 
bility Ins. Co 


Hall vs. American Masonic ‘Acci- 
dent A 


Hall vs. Concordia Fire Ins. Co... .. 


Hall vs. Continental Ins. Co. 
OF ROW TORR. cicveccscccs XXXIV., 


Hall vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co -XXIIL, 


— vs. we ee 
s'n -XXXI1,, 1053 


XXX., 287 


> 
-XXI., 731 


415 
667 


Hall vs. United States ‘Fidel- 
ity & Guaranty Co * 
Hall vs. Western Underwriters’ 
ROW -aicvase s0tees. 800 5% XXXIII., 
Hall & Hawkins vs. National 
a eae re XXXV., 507 
Halle et al. vs. New York Life 
BR. OOrccvce seccesde svecese XXX., 138 
Halsey et al. vs. Adams et al. XXVIII., 734 
Halsey et al. vs. Adams et al....XXIX., 860 
Hamberg vs. St. Paul Fire & 
MATING TOS: OO. .....02 5000005. .0-dee 
Hamburg-Bremen Fire Ins. Co. 
vs. Atlantic Coast Line R. 
. XXXIL, 
Hamburg-Bremen Fire Ins. Co. 
vs. Krowning... 
Hamill vs. Supreme Council of the 
Royal Arcanum 
Hamilton vs. Dwelling House Ins. 
Co 


661 
767 


I., 782 


539 
773 
860 
, 339 


XXII., 


Hamilton vs. 
Ins. Co. 
Hamilton vs. . Royal Areanum...XXVIII., 183 
Hamilton etal. vs.Phenix Ins.Co.XXIII., 651 

Hamm Realty Co. vs. New 
Hampshire Fire Ins. Co. 
Hamm Realty Co. vs. New Hamp- 
shire Fire Ins, XXXI., 
Hampton et al. vs. Hartford Fire 
Ins. © 


241 
XXX., 141 


Hand vs. National Live-stock Ins. 
Co 


XXITI., 794 
Handwerker vs. Diermeyer et al..XXVI., 462 


Hanford vs. Massachusetts Ben- 
efit Ass’n 


Hankins vs. Rockford Ins. Co 


Hanna vs. Connecticut Mut. Life 
NT SINS iiebiscipdcn cos peesuapievas XXVI., 312 
Hannon vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 
Co 


XXIII, 747 
+» 192 


XXVIII., 942 
Co. vs. Brown 
XXII., 840 


Hanover Fire Ins. 


Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. Craw- 

ford.—Crawford vs. Hano- 
ver Fire Ins. XXVIII, 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dole..XXVILI., 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. GustinX XIII, 

Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hat- 
rrr XXIX., 664 


945 
743 
651 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dee., 


Hanover Fire Ins.Co. vs.Lewis et al.XXI., 316 


Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. National 
Exchange Bank et al 


Hanover Fire Ins.Co.and Citizens’ 
Ins. Co. vs. Ames 


Hanover Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
Bohn et al 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. et.al. vs. 
schellak et al 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
Stoddard etal 
Hanscom vs. Home Ins. Co.— 
same vs. North British & 
Mercantile Ins. Co 
Hansen vs. Sup. Lodge Knights 
of Honor 
Hanson vs. Minnesota Scandi- 
navian Relief Ass’n et al XXVI., 488 
Hapeman vs. Citizens’ Mut. Fire 
Ins. C 
Hardiman vs. 
Philadelphia 


Harding vs. Norwich Union Fire 
Ins. Co. 
Hardinger vs. Modern 
hood of America 
Hardinger vs. Modern Brother- 
hood of America .........XXXIV., 553 
Hardwick vs. State Ins. Co » 262 
Hardy et al. vs. Lancashire Ins.Co.XXV., 746 
Hare vs. Headley et al XXVI., 459 
Harnden vs. Milwaukee Mechan- 
ics’ Ins. C XV., 
Harr vs. Liighland Nobles...... XXXVI, 


Harriman vs. New York Life 
Ins. Co, 


Harris vs. 
Co, 


Fire 
60 


XXVI., 901 
her- 
scccseccsdeanaee Ve, S08 


124 
587 


Harris ys. Phonix Accident & 
Sick Benefit Ass’n .........XXXVI., 


Harris, Resp’t, vs. Mutual Life, 

Impl'dt Appl't XXVI., 362 
Harrison vs. Hartford Fire Ins.Co.XXIII., 161 
Harrison vs. Hartford Fire Ins.Co.XXVI., 271 
Harrison vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 


998. 


Harrison's Adm’r vs. Northwest- 
ern Mut. Life Ins. Co 
Harrison et al. vs. Masonic Mut. 
Benefit Society 
Hart vs. Citizens’ (ns. Co.........XXIII., 32 
Hart vs. National Masonic Ac- 
cident Association XXVIIL., 
Hart etal.vs. Niagara Fire Ins.Co.XXIV., 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs 
Bourbon County Court XXXII, 481 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co.vs Clayton.XXVII., 384 
Hartford Fire Ins, Co. vs. Josey..XXVI., 829 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Kahn..X XIII, 184 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Keat- 
ing etal 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. M 
Carthy et al. 


Hartford Fire Ins. Co. 
Lemore et. al 


Hartford Fire Ins. Co. 
Hartford Fire Ins. 

Perkins 
Hartford Fire Ins. a 

PURO, Sec eicns neck veeecs “XXXIIL, 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Redding et al. ........+... “XXXIIL, 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Shien- 

i NT ee ere eee XXXt1., 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Small..XXVI., 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. ¥s. 

WOT ssc tee ov 


XXXVI., 625 


XXVITI., 255 


96 
87 


XXVII., 406 
+» 1040 
vs. Me- 

XXIII., 788 

vs. NelsonXXXI., 271 

vs. 

XXXIII., 960 

602 
997 


938 
635 


XXX/‘l1., 348 





1907.] 


@artford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Walker.XXX., 541 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Ben- 
jamin Whitman 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
son and Larner..... . XXXII., 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
Bonner Mercantile Co 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
Chicago, Milwaukee & 
Pay) Railway Co 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co, of Hart- 
_ Conn. vs. McClain t+ 


19 


Wil- 
151 


801 


877 


528 


vs. Unsell 
Hartford Life & Annuity Co. vs. 

Wayland 
Hartford Life 

Hyde et al 
Martford Steam-Boiler Insp. & Ins. 

Co. vs. Cartier. 

Hartford Steam-Boiler Insp. 

Ins. Co.vs. Lasher Stocking bo. XXVI., 
Hartford Steam Boiler Insp. & 

Ins. Co. vs. Sonneborn.. ..XXXII., 
Harth Bros.’ Grain Co, vs. In- 

surance Companies 
Hartley vs. Pennsylvania Fire 

Tee.. Ci. <ses eee edb tba blles 
Hartman & Daniels vs. Hollo- 

well 
Hartwell vs. California Ins. Co.. 
Harvey vs. Detroit Fire & Ma- 

rine Ins. C 
‘Harvey vs. Van Cott et al 
Haskell vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

Soc.... ooo Ke 
Hass et al.vs.Mutual Relief Ass’n 

of Petaluma 
Hassencamp vs. 

Life Ins. Co ‘ XXXIL, 
Hastings vs. Brooklyn Life Ins. Co. XXII., 
\Hathaway vs. Orient Ins. Co 
Hathaway et al. vs. Mutual Life 

Ins. Co, of New York........XXIX., 
Haughton vs. Adtna Life Ins.° 

Co. xx 
Haughton vs. Atna Life Ins. 

Co. of Hartford 
Haupt vs. Phenix Mut. 


Hartford Life & Annuity Ins. Co. 
xx 


Ins. 


-XXXIV., 
--XXIL., 


-XXVIII., 


424 
575 
+ 321 


, 451 
XXIV., 720 
Hawley vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co. XXIII., 874 
Hawley vs. ee Mut. Life 

Ins. Co -XXV., 
Hay vs. 
A 


Havens et al. vs. Germania Fire 
Ins. Co. et al 


oes vs.Penn Tp. Fire Ins. 


1216 


. 164 
Haydel vs. Mutual Reserve epee 
Life Ass’n 
Hayden vs. Franklin Life Ins. 
Co. +» -XXXIV., 865 
= vs. Milford Mut. Fire Ins. 


-XXX., 289 


- --XXVII., 459 
Hayes et al. vs. United "States 

Fire Ins. Co. . ---XXXII, 764 
‘Hayne vs. Metropolit anTrust Co.XXVI., 731 
Haynie et al. vs. Knights Temp- 

lars’ & Masons’ Life Indem- 

MMCMI oSentcncedssurscsden XXVII., 450 
Hazen vs. Massachusetts Mut. 

Life Ins. Co XXVII., 242 
Heagany vs. National Union... 
Heffron vs. XXXIII.. 186 
‘Heidenrich vs. tna Ins. Co XXIII., 800 
Heinlein vs. Imperial Life Ins.Co.XXIII., 690 
Helwig vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co.....XXI., 660 


VoL. XXXVI.—73. 


Index of Cases Reported. 


-XXXV., 429 


1153 


Hembeau vs. Great Camp 
Knights of Maccabees 


Henchel vs.Oregon F.& M.Ins.Co.XXIITI., 
Henderson vs. Travelers Ins.Co..XXIV., 351 


Hendrick vs. Employers’ Liabil- 
ity Assur. Corp 69 
963 


Hennessy vs. angen Life 
Ins. Co..... ecccce 
XXIII., 796 


ee vs. Niagara Fire Ins. 


XXXI., 


Henry vs. Green Ins. 
America 


—— vs. Oregon F. & M. Ins. 


-, 864 
XXI.,1039 
Menethai vs. Oregon F. & M. Ins. 

Co. XXIL., 385 


Henton vs. ‘Farmers’ & Mer- 

cbants’ Ins. Co.... ocedbebablbes 
Herdlie vs. Maryland Casualty 

Co. XXXVI, 
Maryland Casualty 


sees 


83 


XXXVI., 277 
Herman. et al. vs. Katz et al..XXVIII., 95 
Herndon vs. Imperia) Fire Ins. Co..XXI., 990 
Herndon et al. vs. tna Ins. Co. _XXVI. 363 
Heron vs. Phenix Mutual Fire 

Ins. Co 
Herring vs. American Ins. Co.XXXIIL., 
Herzberg vs. Modern Brother- 

hood of America XXIV., 
Herzog, vs. Palatine Ins. Co. 

of London, England et al..XXXIV., 
Hester vs. Scottish Union & 

National Ins. Co ooo KAA, 
Hetzel vs. Knights & Ladies of 

Golden Precept et al. ... 
Heuer vs. Northwestern N ational 

Ins. Ci ” 
Heuer ve, Westeheater Fire ion instore IV., 471 
Heusinkveld vs. St. Paul Fire & 

Marine Ins. Co 
Hewey vs. ee Life 

Ins. hi © ceccceem ave, 110 
Hews vs. Equitable “Life ” Assur. 

Society ....... ee eevee eRe, 202 
Hey vs. Guarantors’ Ty In- 

demnityCo. -++--XXVI.,1012 
Heydorf vs. Conrack........... XXVIII., 93 
Heye vs. North German Lloyd... _XXVL. 172 
Heyl vs. Aitna Ins. Co....... XXXIV., 860 
Heywood vs. Maine Mutual Acci- 

dent Ass’n 
Hibernia Ins. Co. vs. Malevinsky.X XIII., 593 
Hickerson et al. vs. Ins. Cos XXV., 422 
Hicks vs. British America As- 

surance oc ccc eM Mey 
— et al vs. N; ational Life Ins. 


Herdie vs. 
Co. 


558 
479 
316 
687 
-XXXV., 574 


14 


High Court of Foresters vs. Zak..XXVI., 270 


Hill vs. Central Acc. Ins. Co..XXXIV., 150 
Hill vs. Commercial Union Ins. Co.XXV., 185 


Hill vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co..XXXI., 207 
Hill vs. Groesbeck:. .. 
Hill vs. Middlesex Mut. Fire As- 
surance Co oooe MAIX., 185 
Hill vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ass’n ooo KX. 767 
Hill vs. Ohio Ins. Co XXIITI., 559 
Hill vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn.XXV., 663 
na United States Life Ins. 


Hilton vs. Phoenix Assur. Co. 
Londo 


of errr +. - XXVIII., 309 
Hines vs. Mutual ‘Lite Ins. Co XXV., 555 
Hirsch et al. vs. Fidelitas Soci- 

ete Anonyme D’Assurances & 

De Reassurances -XXXV., 571 


eee 





1154 


Hirsch] et al. vs. Clark 
Hiscock, Trustee in Bank- 


tey, v8. ——" M. Mer- 
tone ee occee vocmaeme Vacs GOU 


Hoag vs. Supreme “ Lotge of 7” 
ternational Congress. . 

Hoffman vs. North British | "& 
Mercantile Ins, Co........... 

Hoffman et al. vs. Standard Life 
& Accident Co.. 

Hogadone vs. Grange Mut. Fire 
Ime. CO... sooo cece 

Hogan vs. Metropolitan Ins. Co. 

— vs. Metropolitan Life 


XXVIL., 361 


XXXII, 863 
-XXX., 570 
X., 269 


»-XXXII., 760 
-XXV., 228 


ns. Co 
Hogue vs. Farmers’ Mut. 
Ins. ocee cece 


ue vs. Minnesota Packing & 
rovision Co 

Hogue vs. Northwestern Mut. 
Ldfe Ins. Cd..2- cee cevesednmmanles 


Holbrook et al. vs. Baloise Fire 
Ins. C XXVII., 639 


Holbrook et al. vs. Mill Owners’ 
Mut. Ins. Co XXII., 832 


Holden vs. Metropolitan Life 
Ins. Co. XXXIV., 


Holden vs. Prudential Life Ins, 
00pcceeccedaeae Voy COR 


Co. of America .. 
vs. Prudential =. 


Ho 
XXIV., 119 


478 


938 


Holder et al. 
Co. 

Holdom vs. Grand Lodge A.O.U.W.XXV., 

Holland vs. Supreme Council of 
Order of Chosen Friends. 


719 
Holliday et al. vs, State Board of 
Tax Commissioners et al XXVI., 732 


—— ay vs. Dwelling-House Ins. 
eivdadwuwnxwesssedesagbsxeay sanasee XXI., 379 


Hollowell et al. vs. Life Ins. Co. 
OE VO ac as saws eeedence XXIX., 458 


Holm vs. Shideler XXXIV., 95 
Holmes vs. 4 ventinsatal Casu- 

alty Co. ee 
Holmes vs. Dav enport. oucehceus ead snes 
Holmes vs. Gilman et al 
Holmes vs. Thomason.... 
Holter Lumber Co. vs. Firemen’s 

Fund Ins, Co 
Holtum vs. Germania Life Ins. 

+++ XXXIL, 1050 
Home Benefit Ace’ n vs. Sargent....XXI., 204 
Home Circle Society No. 1 vs. 

Shelton et a@l....sseeseses .XXXIIL, 766 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bean XXIV., 516 
Home Fire Ins. Co. 

stein . 73 
Home Fire Ins. Co, vs, Collins..XXX., 435 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Decker.XXVIII., 94 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Fallon XXIV., 690 
Home Fire Ins, Co. vs. Garbacz....XXV., 782 
Home Fire Ins, Co, vs. Gurney..XXVIIL., 374 


Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hammang 
e XXIV., 493 
Home vs. Joban- 
sen, Pere. 
Home Fire Ins. "Co. vs. Weed..XXVIII., 92 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Wood et al. XX VI., 686 
Home Fire Ins, Co., of Omaha, 
XXVIII., 
Home Fire Ins. Co. of Omaha vs. 
Skoumal 


Home Forum Ben, 


, 856 
44 


XXII, 


337 
479 
, 641 
XXX, 574 


10 


Fire Ins. Co, 


teens eee 


XXVI.,1021 
Order vs. 
XXVII., 
Home Friendly Society vs. Berry. XX VI., 
Home Friendly Soc. of Balti- 
more vs. berson .......XXXIV., 210 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Bethel et al XXII., 104 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Connally 
XXVI., 233 


8 
341 


Home Ins. Co, vs. Delta Bank..... 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[ Dec., 


Home Ins. Co. vs. Gagen .......XXXV., 240 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Gibson , 458 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Hancock.....XXX., 632 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Koob et al....XXXI., 811 
Home Ins. Co. vs. McRichards 
Home Ins. Co. va. Marple 
Home Ins. Co, vs. Marshall et al.... 
Home Ins. Co. ys. Mendenhall. .. 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Scales et al.... 
Home Ins. Co. vs. M. Schiff’s 

Sons » XXXV., 813 


Home Ins. Co. vs. Stone River Nat. 
Bank 


Home Ins. Co. vs. Winn... 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Wood 
Home Ins. Co, vs. Wood.......XXXIL., 
Home Ins. Co. et al. vs. Con- 

tinental Ins. Co. XXXIV., 
Home Ins. Co. of New York vs. 

ear 
Home Ins. Co. of N. Y. vs. 

Lowenthal... ... o.- 

Home Ins. Co. of New York vs. 

MORTBecsccs ve 
Home Ins. Co. of New York 

vs. Peoria & P. U. Ry. Co...XXVIIIL., 
Home Life Ins. Co. vs. R. A. 

DEMO ciccs ovee ocvcc dam l ley 
Home Life Ins. Co. vs. Myers...XXXI., 
Home Life Ins. Co. vs. Seibert. XXVIIL, 
Home Lodge Ass’n vs. Queen 

Ins. Co, of America ....... XXXVI., 532 
Hong Sling vs. Royal Ins. Co. et al..XXI., 718 
Hong Sling vs. Scottish Union & 

Ps SR vintasneiscsesnedeaxces XXI., 110 
Hook vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co.....X.XIII., 557 


Hooper vs. People of State of Cali- 
fornia 


Hoover vs. Mercantile Town au 
eee 
Hope Oil Mill Compress & Mfg. 
Co. vs. Phoenix Assur. Co 
Hopkins vs. Northwestern Life 
Assur. C6 . XXVIIL., 1017 


Hopkins vs. Northwestern Life 
BSOUP. GO.cece covccsoseccces 


nae et al vs. Hopkins’ Adm’r 


XXI., 
.XXVI., 768 
XXIII., 712 


eee 


--XXIV., 126 
420 
331 
-XXVI., 545 
812 
342 
289 


553 
523 
189 


eee 


XXIX., 794 
XXII., 530 
XXXV., 267 


Hopkins et al. vs. Northwestern 
Nat. Life Ins. 


Horsfall “ys. Pacific Mut. 
BOR. Odeecee voce cose covededeaeil,, O88 
ee vs. New York Life Ins. 


Hotchkiss vs. 
Houghton vs. Bradley et al 
House Ins. Co. vs. Sylvester..... 
Houston et al. vs. Farmers’ 

Merchants’ Ins. Co. 
Howard Ins. Co. vs. Owens 
Hubbard vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n XXVII., 202 
Hubbard vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n...... eecntes xx 
Hubbard et al. vs. Turner et al....X XVI., 268 
Huber vs. Martin et al. .......XXXV., 334 
ehert vs. Southern Live-Stock 

WO TPixiccs stusensesesies XXVIII., 1036 
Huckstein ws. New York Life 

Ins. . -XXXIII., 96 
Hudson vs. Compere et al.......XXX., 464 


Hudson et al. vs. Scottish ome 
& National Ins. Co 


Huesinkveld vs. St, 

& M. Ins. +. XXVIII; 388 
Huey vs. Ewell..............0. XXIX., 377 
Hughes vs. Ins. Co. of North 

PPROUD vctnnahexchisssies exe XXIII., 721 


» 816 
» 349 
XXVI.,1004 
- XXIX.,1044 


421 
514 


& 
~xeXt,, 
XX7t., 


IX., 577 





1907.] 


Hulton vs. Patrons’ Mutual F. 
Ins. Co. of Southern Pa....XXVIIIL., 

Humphreys vs. National Benefit 
pS er ee XXI 


Hunt vs. Fidelity & Casualty 

Co. of New York x 
Hunt vs. Springfield Fire & 

Marine Ins. Co. pos, 


Hunt vs. State Ins. Co of Des 
Moines, Iowa.... ...+ ooo e&XII., 


Hunt vs. U. S. Acc. Ass’n ....XXXVI., 
Hunten et al. vs. Equitable Life..XXVI., 
SECURE VO BOO cccccinccssecsvscewacs XXI., 
Hunziker vs. Supreme Lodge 

KB. Of BP. cccccccccccccccccdmaml ile, 1056 
20 


572 


521 


327 
156 
362 
378 


Hurd vs. Doty 
= Home Ins. ~ vs. ae 
XX., 477 
"Phenix 
-XXXII.. 688 
-XXXI., 1069 


Hustace and Lane “vs. 
Insurance Co.. 


Huston vs. Travelers Ins. Co... 
Hutson vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 
of N. America ...ccceess. XXXIV., 
Idaho Forwarding Co. vs. Fire- 
men’s Fund Ins. Co...............X XI. 756 
Ijams vs. Provident Savings 
Life Assur. Soc. XXXIV., 
Illinois Life Ass’n vs. Wells...XXXII., 
Illinois Live-stock Ins. Co. vs. 
ic cnsiceccdctccncdsnvddesscccaee ee ae 
Imbrie vs. Manhattan Life Ins.Co.XXVI., 829 
Imperial Fire Ins. Co. vs. Coos 
County 
Imperial Life Ins. Co. vs. Glass. . 


Imperial Life Ins. Co. vs. Ham- 
bitzer, State Treasurer 
Imperial Mfg. Co. vs. American 
Credit ‘Indemnity Co x Res 
Imperial Shale Brick Co. 
Jewett et al 
Improved-Match Co. vs. Michigan 
Mut. Fire Ins. Co 
Independent Order of Foresters 
vs. Keliher... 95 
Independent Order of Foresters 
vs. Keliher et al XXIX., 380 
Independent School Dist. of Doon 
vs. Fidelity Ins. Co 
Indp. Sons & Daughters of Ja- 
cob et al. vs. Henderson et 
Gh ccascdvckecescnunges.ssccsaeee Veena 
Indian River State Bank vs. 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co XXXIII., 
Indiana Farmers’ Live-stock Ins. 
Co. vs. Byrkett.—Same Pttf. vs. 


Rundell.—Same Ptf. vs. Boge- 
WN no ncidenawseeaesceeseccencas XXVI., 


Indiana Farmers’ Live-stock Ins. 
Co. vs. Rundell 


XXII., 836 
Industrial Mut.«Igdemnity Co. 
vs. Thomp@0R _.....ccccccees XXXVI., 


Ingersoll vs. Kniglits of GoldenRule.XXI., 

Inloes vs. Prudential Ins. Co..XXXIV., 

In matter of the Pelican Ins. Co. 
in Liquidation 

In re Conrad’s Estate 

In re Equitable Reserve Fund Life 
Association 

In re Hogan 

In re Holden et ux...... 

In re Millers’ & Manufacturers’ 

Ins. Co.—Lane et al. vs. Par- 

sons, Rich & Co 

re Minneapolis Mut. Fire Ine, 

Co., Powell et al. vs. Wyman... 

re Mutual Guaranty Fire 

Ins. Co.—Alvord vs. Barker 

XXVIII., 


706 


341 
301 


__XXIL., 299 
XXII., 640 
626 
“XXXL, 376 


XXIX., 53 


XXX., 376 


381 


239 


271 


975 
276 
288 


In 
In 


205 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1155 


In re Opinion of Justices on 
Constitutionality of Stand- 
ard Policy..... seccoe coo & III, 
In re Order of Fraternal Guard. 
ians’ Estate; Appeal of Sheeler 
CRTs didn nd dnb akaccucsucdute 
In re St. Paul German Ins. Co. 
Screven vs. Franzen 
TR 0 TR cc vecesc.cscesacacaee tes 
Insurance Commissioner vs 
People’s Fire Ins. Co...... \XXVIIL, 


Insurance Comm’r vs. Provi- 
dent Aid Society.............. XXVII., 480 
Insurance Co. of North America 
WO, Dec ivicecads. ~aduarunes XXIV., 
Insurance Co. of North America 
vs. Canada Sugar Refining 
eR rare + as 
Insurance Co. of North America 
vs. Caruthers et al.............. XXVI., 636 
Co. of North America vs. 
c XXXI., 


44 


XXVI., 170 
, 130 
96. 


931 


481 


Ins. 
723 
Ins. Co. of North America vs. 
PROGGWER 06. ccks coce cancdies 
Insurance Co. of North America 

vs. Johnson 
Insurance Company 

America vs. Leader ...... XXXIV., 
Insurance Co. of North America 

vs. Thornton et al...........XXXI., 
Ins. Co. of North America vs. 

WHeRSE G6: GB vcs ccvevecacacs -XXIX., 04 
Insurance Co. of North America 

COG, CR Ciicacciice asics XXX., 287 
Insurance Co. of North America 

et al. vs. Wicker et al .XXIX., 790 
of Tennessee vs. 


Insurance Co. 
aedeare XXXV., 830 


621 


of North 
669- 


305- 


Waller 
Insurance Cos. vs. Barwick........XXII., 265 
Insurance Cos. vs. Board of Com’rs 

of Shawnee County etal XXV.,°466 
Insurance Cos. vs. Bohn et al......X XIV., 408 
Insurance Cos. vs. Boulden. -. <XII., 188 
Insurance Cos. vs. Eddy XXII., 468 


Insurance Companies vs. Heflin..XXX., 326 
Insurance Cos. vs. Peaslee- 
Gaulbert Co.—Pacitic Fire 
Ins. Co. vs. Louisville Lead 
reer > 214 oe 
Insurance Companies vs. Weiss 


Ionia, E. & B, Farmers’ Mut. Fire 
Ins.Co. va. Ionia Circuit Judge.XXIII., 630 

Ionia, E. & B. Farmers’ Mut. Fire 
Ins. Co. vs. Otto. 

Iowa Cent. Building & Loan 
Ass’n vs. Merchants’ & 
Bankers’ Fire Ins. Co......XXXII., 

Iowa Life Ins. Co. vs. Eastern 
Mutual Life Ins. Co....... XXVIII. 

Iowa Life Ins. Co. vs. ee 
Mut. Life Ins. Co 

Iowa Life’ Ins. 


740° 
X., 365 


, 857 


852 
» 846 


Co. vs. a z. 
+... - XXXIL, 

Iowa Mut. Tornado Ins, Ass’n 

vs. Gilbertson et al. 
Irish vs. Pacific Mutual 

Tae. GH ccecees eecscveves -XXXIV., 573 
Irwin vs. Phenix Accident & 

Sick Benefit Ass’n x 
Isaacs vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n........... XXVIIL, 
Issaquah Coal Co. vs. United 

_ r sols & cae 


883 


- XE, 

Iversen et al. v3. Minnesota ‘Mut. 
Life Ins. Co. et al..... 

Jackson vs. Fidelity & ee 
Co. of New York 

Jackson Bank vs. Williams... XXIX., 857 

Jackson et al. vs. Millspaugh etal.XXVI., 268 


XXI., 947 





1156 


Jacobs vs. New York Life Ins. Co.XXVI., 163 


Jacobs vs. Omaha Life Ass’ n. .XXVIIL., 190 


Jacobs et al. vs. Mutual Ins. Co. 
of Greenville. .............----+ XXVII., 715 


Jagoe vs. ADtna Life Ins. Co...XXXVI., 104 
James vs. Gupeeme Council of 

SS eeppeeepeeryyetees 
James et al. vs. Ins, Co. of N. A.....XXI., 377 


k vs. Metropolitan Life 
ae CO.ccee ove ” 0000.6 000 deabkabes 


Jarman vs. a Templars’ 
& Masons’ Life Indemnity 
Co., of Illinois....... 

Jarnagin vs. Travelers’ Pro- 
tective Ass’n of America,.XXXIV., 267 

Jarvis vs. Brinkley...........-XXXIII1., 480 

Jarvi s. Northwestern Mu- 

tual “Relief ASB'D...eeeeeeeRRVIIL, 578 


kulski vs. Citizens’ Mut. 
Jee I Ins. Co... 222 coe coed mlley 


J in vs. Rockingham Farm- 
ewere Mut. Fire Ins, Co.......XXIX., 855 


ited Order of Gol- 
= Gar : »-XXXII., 607 


nkins vs. Sun Life Ins. Co. 
“ OE DMGES oocscccccsconscteeate Tae 


Jerrett et al. vs. John Hancock 
Mut. Life Ins. Co.............-- XXVI., 529 


Jiroch vs. Travelers Ins. Co.....XXXV., 936 
Johansen vs. Home Fire Ins. Co.XXVII., 610 


H k Mut. Life Ins.Co, 
OO rane: XXVII., 920 


Senn ‘nen Mut. Life Ins. Co. 
vs. Houpt.... - -XXX., 865 


t. Life Ins. Co, 
John Hancock Mu XXX., 368 
Life Ins. 


vs. Lawder et al 
k Mut. 

—~ eT .... ear. 132 

k Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

outa, hee u XXX., 623 


XXVIIL., 874 


eee eeeeee 


Co. vs 
Warren.... 
anene vs. Altna Ins. Co....XXXIV., 753 


. Charles Abresch 
a ee ee, ae 


Johnson vs. Dakota F. & M. Ins. Co.XXI., 575 


Johnson vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co. 
of Cedar Rapids—Same vs. 


ween a eeeee 


Merchants’ & Bankers’ Fire 
Ins. Co. of Des Moines....XXXIV., 600 
Solas Wei THBAL...0...ccccceccecccsecs XXI., 638 
. Maryland Casual! 
a asual'Y <ExiVv., 192 
Johnson vs. Massachusetts Bene- 
fit Ass'n et eves sowsanedsalauaenans 180 
h Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
™ of N. Y.... ° cosnexc ellie 340 
New York Life 
—— apie ype cose eoccdieala S88 
Johnson vs. North British & Mer- 
cantile Ins. - XXXL, 515 
. N lk Fire Ins. 
=" ae ne aciccsoccecdbaeeane, STS 
Sahnery vs. Phila. & Reading R. 
Johnson vs. Scottish Union & 
National Ins. Co...............- XXVIL., 
Johnson vs. Sup. Lodge Knights 
of Honor et al 
Johnson et al. vs. Alexander et al.XXVI., 270 
Johnson et al. vs. Mercantile 
Town Mut. Fire Ins. Co..... XXXVI, 96 
Johnson et al. vs. White .....XXXIII., 1054 
Johnson’s Adm’r vs. Jobnston 
et cccccedbabianes OOO 
Johnston vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co.XXV., 558 
as a vs. Phelps County Mut. 


XXXI., 196 


sete eneeeee 


Johnston vs. Phelps County 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins, Co....XXXIV., 312 





Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


Johnston et al. vs. Northwestern 
Live-stock Ins. Co............. XXVI., 732 


Jones vs. Alliance Mut. Fire Ins. 
Co.—Appeal of Kinney.. .. 
Jones vs. German Ins. Co. of 

Preeport, Whsvcccee cecccsceddimees 6 


Jones vs. Granite State Fire Ins. 
Ws cows cuvessccccescecccscesesssct XXVI., 611 


Jones vs. Ord. ..ssesscoesseeeXXXIIL., 573 
Jones vs. Methvin.................. XXVI., 80 
Jones vs. New York Life Ins, Co..X XVI.,1009 


Jones vs. New York Life Ins.Co.XXVII., 138 
J ones vs. Pennsylvania Cas- 

ualty Co. ..ccccccsccceces sede, 8312 
Jones vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of Hart- 

Rn a cnaiskscsseacksnssand XXV., 396 
Jones vs. Preferred Bankers’ 

CO. cesccceccecS&VIll., 826 

Jones vs.U.S.Mut.Accident Ass'n. XXVI. 733 


--XXV., 569 


Life Assur. 


Jones et al. vs. Western Assur. 
Co. of Toronto..... ...... + -XXX., 347 

Jory vs. Supreme Council Ameri. 
can Legion of Honor. ........... XXVI., 364 


Joye vs. South Carolina Mut. 

Ins. weceee coccccccccccmmVille, 549 
Jurgens vs.New York Life Ins.Co.XXVI., 103 
Kahn vs. Traders’ Ins.Co......... XXIII., 401 
Kahnweiler et al. vs. Phenix Ins. 

Pssoceaxsranncvadencacusssauees XXIIL., 391 
Kainer et al. vs. The Bergensern 


Ee ere eae XXVI., 173 
Kane vs. Schuylkill Fire Ins, Co.XXX., 695 


Kansas City Hydraulic Press 
Brick Co. vs, National Sure- 
CFTR. cccvcsiccescccsccscccccdaaeaVa, S00 


Kansas City M. & B. R. Co. vs. 

Southern Ry. News Co.... Y* <xvIIt., 767 
Kansas Farmers’ Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

FD ais nc vwverarsisvecenstetuves XXI., 75 
Kansas Farmers’ Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

a keine<. edevnessenctau XXIII., 208 


DI aaeRENpiiaKidbexsacdes VE, 197 
Kansas Mill Owners’ & Mfrs’ 
Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Cen- 
tral Nat. Bank of Ellsworth 
| See eeeeeese MMVIII, 741 
Kansas Mut. Life Ass’n vs. Hill, 
Treasurer, et al. 
Kansas State Mutual Hail 
Ass’n vs. Prather ........XXXIV., 714 
Kase vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co..... XXV., 158 
Kasson vs. Rose, Secretary of 


BEBE. cc cvccvscvsdcisceccecs MU, 
Kasten vs. “Interstate Cumamy 

OO, Of BOW WEE. occ cccscescess XXVII., 726 
Kavanaugh et ul. vs. Security 

Trust & Life Ins. Co... I Xxxv., 30 
Kearney vs. Washtenaw Mut. 

Fire Ins. cece coccccccccedaale, GOS 
Keefer vs. Modern Woodmen of 

AMOTIER. 2005 coccece WGecceeMR&ls, TIS 


Keen vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 

OC TOO TORE cocccccccicccM lin, O86 
Keene vs. New England Mut. Acc. 

Association ................ +----XXVI., 401 
Keith et al. vs. mapet Ins. Co. 

of Liverpool.... .... ..+++XXXII., 1043 
Keller vs. Home Life Ins. Co... XEXV., 865 
Keller vs. Travelers Ins. Co.... ...XXIV., 396 
Kelley vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. .XXX., 904 
Kelley vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co., of 

BO Wid ssh ckkcddevddestecss XXVI., 927 


Kellner vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila- 
delphia et al. ecccccccco dma Ve, O08 


Kells Rv ere western Live-stock 


ite vs. 
etc. 


. eee 


Court R. F. Phelan, 
es ccccccccem mele, 868 








1907.] 


=“ vs. Life Insurance Clearing 


XXVI., 892 


It; 
a: ee Se xxx, 847 
Kelly vs. Security Mut. Life 
BUR. GOs: vcccscadsecccdecscccdeeeeees OGe 
Kell t al. vs. Citizens’ Mut. 
5 Fire ise’ a a dvanekeeee Cekeee XXXV., 331 
Kelly et al. vs. Liverpool & 
LS & Globe Ins. aoe Risa 421 
Kelly et al. vs. Liverp 
London & Globe Ins. a. “xxxvI., 530 
] t al. vs. Liverpool & 
PE le & Globe Ins. Gane -XXXVI., 986 


Kemendo vs. omen Assurance 
Cc ooo KRIX., 1052 


vce @rcavece es Ksvecece 
Kenefick vs. “Norwich Union 

Fire Ins. Soc’y ....ccceeces XXXVI., 817 
Kennan vs. Rundle et al............. XXI., 524 
= . ie ‘ ee _ -XXXVI., 202 
Kennedy vs. Fidelity & Casu- 

alty Co. of N. We carscess XXXVI., 224 
Kennefick-Hammond Co. vs. 

Norwich Union Fire Ins. 

BocletZ. cece sevseos seove XXXIII., 664 
Kenton Ins. = vs. Osborne 

OE Mi cece vetes eitcccceses XXVIII., 1014 
Kenton Ins. Co. v8. Wigginton....XXVI., 111 
Kentucky Chair Co. vs, Roch- 

ester German Ins. Co.......XXVIII., 361 
Kentucky Life & Accident Ins. 

Co. V8. FYORRMM. ..206.00.5000. XXVII., 642 
Kentucky Life & Accident Ins. 

Cor VG. HamiRted.. ...ccccsccccce XXIV., 43 
Kentucky Life & Accident Ins. 

Co. vs. Kaufman..........----- XXVII., 335 
Kentucky M. F.S. Co.vs. Logan’s 

Administrators............----+ XXVI., 266 
Kentucky Mat. Security Fund Co. 

etal vs. Turner et al............ XXII., 238 
Kentzler vs. American Mutual 

Accident Association.......... XXVI., 733 
Kerlin vs. National Accident 

ME Bsc vs ctnnctsveniqnennoene cae XXIII., 867 
Kern vs. Arbeiter Unterstuet- 

zungs Verein et al. ....... XXXIV., 477 
Kern Brewing Co. vs. ae Ins. 

GBs ccsconees, coeess . ooeeK XR, 857 
Kern etal. vs. Grier et al.......... XXIII. 715 
Kerr vs. Milwaukee Mechanics’ 

a errr oe etbeeeing Ge 
Kerr vs. Modern Woodmen * 

America.... ...0. .XXXII., 480 
Kessler vs. Kuhns Varescemmeedecsouune XXI, 384 
Ketcham vs. American Mut. 

Es DT Diaicasccncecnpcnameccce XXVII., 922 
Kettenring vs. Northwestern 

Masonic Aid Ass’n........XXVIII., 1020 
Key vs. Continental Ins. Co...XXXII., 861 
Key vs. National Life Ins. Co..XXVIII., 259 


Kidder vs. Supreme Commandery 

U. O. of Golden Cross ......XXXV., 778 
Kiernan vs. Dutchess County 

ps a See XXVI., 733 
Kiesewetter vs. Supreme Tent 

of Knights of Maccabees of 


the. Wott vc siietevsvevesess XXXVI., 574 
Kiisel et al. vs. ae Reserve 
Life Ins. bs Gedeeedees »XXXV., 707 


Kilborn vs. Prudential Ins. ‘Co. .XXXV., 840 
Kimball vs. Masons’ Fraternal 
» XXVII., 390 


Kimbro ys. Continental Ins, Co.XXVIII., 187 
Kizxubro vs. New York _ ™ 


CO. aitccce Se bsenuee XXXVI. 57 
King vs. Concordia Fire Tos. 

CBy Scovss caveat Seavece -XXXIV., 986 
King vs. Cram et al..... ... --XXXIII., 3897 
King vs. Travelers Ins. Co....... XXVII., 383 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1157 


King-Brick Manufacturing Co. vs. 


NI CRIs dd ngekcacnss dennis XXV., 36 
Kinney vs. Baltimore & Ohio Em- 
ployes’ Relief Ass’n.............: : XXI., 176 
Kirkman vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co....XXIII., 453 
Kitching vs. Germania Fire Ine. 
Seeeee aedess Beatee e500 XXX., 471 
mitteriin vs.Milwaukee Mechanics’ 
DEI PO, WP isicceser<xegueueasins XI., 192 
Kittredge vs. Boston Firemen’s 
Mut. Relief Ass’n— Boston 
Firemen’s Mut. Relief Ass'n 
WO. BICOEES § ci cccewsieccce XXXV., 436 
Klein vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co....XX1IX.,1053 
Kleis vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co.. “XXVIL,, 912 
Knarston vs. Manhattan Life 
Pe  “QWuiteccenddsee eugene XXVIII., 456 
Knarston vs. Manhattan Life 
Ins. Reees sede teees .- XXXII., 1023 
Knights of Maccabees of * the 
World vs. Gordon ......... XXXVI., 628 
Knights of Maccabees of the 
Vorld vs. Sackett et al..... XXXV., 896 
Knigbts of Modern Maccabees 
We.. Guiee 6. Oh cccciisies + XXAVI., 575 


Knights Templars & Masonic 
Mut. Aid Ass’n vs.Greene et al.XXVI., 947 


Knights Templars’ & Masons’ Life 
ndemnity Co. vs. Berry et al.XXIII., 640 
Knights Templars & Masons’ 
Life Indemnity Co. vs. 
Crayton et al........0.sseeKRKIII., 698 
Knights Templars’ & Masons’ 
ife{ndemnityCo.vs. Jacobus.XXVII., 369 
Knights Templars’ & Masons’ 
Life Indemnity Co. vs. Jarman.XXX., 230 
Knights Templars’ & Masons’ 
ife Indemnity Co. vs. Jar- 
man..... ° eves cocccedsdhaekie, OF 
Knop vs. National Fire Ins. Co...XXIV., 65 
Knop vs. National Fire Ins. Co..... xxv. 181 
Knopke vs. Germantown Farm- 


ers’ Mutual Ins. Co........... XXVII., 645 
Knowlton vs. Bay — Bene- 

po eee ere XXVIII., 92 
Knowlton vs. Berkshire Health 

Ca, ee ee eae na 92 


Knowlton vs. Patrons’ 


scoggin Mut. Fire Ins. Ge. “XXXV., 81 
Knowlton, Att’y-Gen., vs. Equi- 

table Ace. Ass’n........cc00- XXIX., 282 
Knoxville Fire Ins. Co. vs. Avery 

OU Gr sia vtia cc ddadecigctestaunas XXV., 234 
Knoxville Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hird..XXIII., 16 
Koerts vs. Grand Lodge of 

Wisconsin of the Order of 

Hermann’s Soms.... ...... XXXIII., 188 
Kollitz vs. Equitable Mut. 

Pe ee ee ree XXXIII., 755 
Konrad vs. Union Casualty «& 

Surety Co. of St. Louis......... XXVI., 536 
Kooistra vs. Rockford Ins. Co. 

of Rockford, Ill........0.. -XXIX., 247 
Kornig vs. Western Life Indem- 

Be OI warene ons tovnceneuae XXVI., 917 
Koshland vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila- 

QUAN 5 bis htndidat ccdsccdecekisecs XXVI., 943 


Koshland vs. Hartford Fire Ins.Co.XXVI., 945 
Koshland vs. Home Mut. Ins. Co.XXVI., 940 
Koshland vs. Home Mut. In@Co.XXVII., 304 


Kottman vs. Minnesota Odd Fel- 
lows’ Mut. Ben. Society.......XXVI., 235 


Kotwicki vs. Thuringia Ins. Co.XXXII., 1041 
Krapp vs. Metropolitan Life _ 


Jo Ce reccccccccs cecccccc seta, 406 
Krause vs. Equitable Life Assur. 
GENS oa eicudipadeccccdgenccass XXIV., 849 
Krause vs. Equitable Life Assur. 
OGEIES OE U5 Be scence scexesens XXITI., 555 
Krause vs. Modern Woodmen of 
ATNOPICR 2. ccce ccce covccccdhaaV le, SSS 





1158 Insurance Law Journal. [Dec., 
Krell vs. Chickasaw Farmers’ Leavitt et al. vs. Dunn............. XXVI., 171 
Mut. Fire Ins, seeeeeeRXXIV., 940 Lee vs. London Assur. Co......XXXI., 591 


573 
636 


461 


Krug vs. German Fire Ins. Co...... XXL, 
Kruger vs. Life & Annuity Ass'n. XXVI., 


Labell et al. vs. Georgie Home 
Ins. Co.. oom 


Laclede Fire “Brick Mtg. Co. vs. 
Hartford Steam Boiler In- 
spection and Ins. Co........... 


Ladd et al. vs. 22tna Ins, Co........ ‘ 
Lady Lincoln Lodge vs. Faistet al. XXVI., 


Laessig vs. Travelers’ Protective 
Ass'n of America... .. ......XXXL, 


La Fonciere Companie, etc., v 
Koons et al 


Lagrone vs. Timmerman et al XXVL, 
Lahey vs. Labey et al.........XXXIL, 
Lake vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co... 
Lake Erie & W. R. Co. vs. Falk 

et al eee cese ees mI, 1052 
Lakings vs. Phenix. Ins. O0........ XXIV., 545 


Lambert vs. Penn Mutual Life 

Ems. Odeecvcces cocces Sevece XXVIIL, 92 
Lamson Consol. Store-Service 

Co. vs. Prudential Fire Ins. 

OBeess cdoseese <sosese ese Vale., FO 
Lancashire Ins. Co. vs.Boardman.XXVII., 470 


xVI., 


+» 481 
382 
171 


464 

15 
478 
+eeeXXIX., 265 


Lancashire Ins. o vs. Bush . 

C8 0600s 0:0:00060000secuNnea eee 
Lancashire Ins. C ‘0. V8. Maxwell... -XXII., 240 
Lancashire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 

Barnard, eveceseos «éaeeeeenes Gan 
Landes vs. Safety ‘Mutual Fire. 

BOs Gc cNebes Sivek nnee XXVIII, 564 


Landis vs. Standard Life & Acci- 


CORTE, Giiibnecs vcnencesnebats XXIL., 827 
Lane vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. 

CBs vonvcve oscenr savncsden XXXVI., 90 
Ge TH TRG. ..o< cc cscccssonncssqde Oiies Ge 
Lane vs. Raney. ooee secccemnanenels Gea 
Lane ys. aney.. soneeees cevesese XXX., 1055 
Langan vs. Royal Ins. Co binptiaenereian XXIIL, 878 
Langdeau vs. John Hancock 

Mut. Life Ins. Co. ° - - XXXVI., 482 
Langdon vs. Northwestern Mut. 

Bee BOR, GO... cccsscsncnaces poner 570 
Langdon Branch U. P.Baking 

vs. Home Ins. Co. of N. oF vateae ® XxXII., 640 
Lange et al. vs. mon — 

PURGES secede dcnaene 900% XXXV., 320 
Langstaff vs. Metropolitan "Life 

MB. OOsece © seccee soscce XXXII, 576 
Langworthy vs. C. C, ash- 

burn Flouring Mills = aon” XXVIII, 846 
Lanier vs. Eastern Life Ins. Co. 

of America ..... + eeee. 6b0ae XXXV., 904 
Larkin vs. Glens Falls Ins. Co...XXIX., 833 
Larkin vs. Knights of Colum- 

WOR sadtays crvedvis duenan XXXIV., 456 
Larsen vs. ane —— 

ean Ins, Co. XXXIII., 412 
La Rue vs. Kansas Mut. “Life 

eS re XXXIII., 370 
La Scala et al. vs. The Serapis.— 

es Scala etal.vs. McIntyre et 

RE ae XVI., 171 
Latham Mercantile & Commer. 

cial Co. vs. Jlarrod et al.. XXXIV., 749 
Latimore et al.vs. Dwelling-House 

anc s osnehs x0 ncnehs sinc saci Wek 





Lauer et al. vs, Gray............... XXVI., 956 
Lavalle vs. The Society Saint Jean 

Baptiste de Woonsocket.........XXI., 813 
Law vs. New Lagat Mut. Acci- 

NL cpbetanccdscspanncsnas XII., 317 
Lawrence vs. Penn Mutual 


Life Ins. Co XXXIII., 788 
manne. Union Central Life,Ins. 


XXVII., 479 


Lee vs, Union Central Life Ins.Co.XXVIL., 329 
Lee vs. Union Central Life Ins. 
O6ns eeeeee eee + see MRIX., 516 


Lee et ux. vs. Mutual Reserve 
Fund Life Ass'n ree 724 


Leffingwell vs. Grand Lodge A. O 


U. W. of State of Iowa.......... _ seer. 853 
Leftwich vs. Royal Ins. Co. of 

ERUO ccces anvensns ovvcmateny OOO 
Lehman vs. Clark, Receiver...... XXVII., 745 
Lehman vs. Gunn et al......... -XXIX., 380 
Lehneis vs. Egg Harbor Commer- 

EE Ms 20 dn cocnscnsenecea<ssan XXII., 716 


Leman vs.Manhattan Life Ins.Co.XXIII., 539 
Lenagh et al. vs. Commercial 


Union Assur, Co. ..........XXXVI., 526 
L'Engle vs. Scottish Union & 
National Fire Ins. Co.....XXXIV., 97 


Lennox vs. Greenwich Ins. Co....XXVI., 634 
Lentz vs. Teutonia Fire Ins. Co....XXII., 838 
Leonard vs. New England Mut. 
Life Ins. Co........ sescseeeR&IX., 959 
Leonard vs. New England Mut. 
Life Ins. C0.....ccccccccccsee mmo, 824 
Orient Ins. Co......XXX., 980 


Leonard vs, 
XXI., 584 
State Mut. Life 

Assur. Co, (two cases).. 


Leonard vs. State Mut. Life As- 
sur. eels 
Leonard vs. 
» XXXIV., 850 
Leonhard vs. Provident Sav- 
ings Life Assur. Soc......XXXIII., 793 
Lester vs. New York Life Ins. Co...XXI., 760 


Letherer vs. U. S. Health & 

Bee. BH. Gio cccccvcsas oes XXXV., 855 
Levie vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 

GNGN idol rs cutbaranesscssnenanedes XXV., 470 
Levine etal.vs.Lancashire Ins.Co.XXVI., 36 
Leviness vs. Kaplan .........XXXIV., 59 
Lewis vs. Brotherhood Acc. Co.XXXVI., 258 
Lewis vs. Burlington Ins. Co........XXI., "370 
Lewis vs. Guardian Fire & Life , 

Assur. Co., Ltd., of Lon- 

don, England, et al..... oo XXXIV., 981 
—' vs. See Life .Ins. 

Co vee eevee cecccccdedmtnes OOS 
Lewis vs. ” Metropolitan Life Ins. 

DBsccessne covess © cco coccesK mle, SOB 
Lewis vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

Life AGe’R..c.cces seccecccecdeaeae O2 
L’ Hommedieu vs. The Carondelet.XXVI., 172 
Liberty Ins. Co. vs. Boulden........ XXII., 188 
Life Insurance Clearing Co. vs. 

Ss vicnsconssnsscusncel XXVII., 262 
Life Ins. Gates Co. vs. Alt- 

TB cincs -cvtsr.-vecesases XXVIII, 67 


Life Ins. Clearing Co. vs. O'Neill. XXX., 603 


Light et al. vs. Greenwich Ins. 

WbS6Sc4se, cr08 SEeKOS voceri X., 158 
Lillie vs. Brotherhood of Railway 

RS abes Succ. asspenx0 XXX., 861 
Limburg vs.German Fire Ins.Co. 

WRENN acids bnans <ateaeedsanse XXIII., 321 


Lincoln vs. Boston Marine Ins.Co..X XII., 692 


Sanguathes vs. Germania Life 
ns ane ene 


séntes a Fidelity & Casualty Co. 


-XXXII., 494 


ns. Co.. 
Lindsay vs. Pettigrew............. 
Linn vs. N. Y¥. Life Ins. Co...... XXVIII., 185 
Lippincott vs. Supreme Council 
A. Tn H. ccccccccccccccssMaAllleg O87 
Lippman vs. Aetna Ins. Co....XXVIII., 886 
— vs. Manhattan Fire Ins. 
Co . XXXL, 691 


seen ee wees e see eeee oe 








1907. ] Index of Cases Reported. 1159 





tithe vs. Sup. Tent of Knights Lowenstein vs. Fidelity & Cas- 

Maccabees................... XXIV., 640 ualty Co. of New York....XXVIII., 652 

Littlefield vs. Perkins .........XXXV., 80 Lowry etal. vs. Insurance Co. of 

Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Nosth America. ................ XXVI., 618 
Co. va. Buckstaff. .............. XXIII., 648 Lozano etal.vs. Palatine Ins.Co., 

Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. RIE vndatcniececccsusenacase XXVII., 630 
Co. v8. Cochran. ccccccccccece XXIX., 374 Lum vs. United States’Fire Ins.Co.XXV., 53 

Eivypet & London & Globe Lumberman’s Mut. Ins. Co. vs. 

Ins. Co. vs. Davis .......XXXIV., 382 Kansas City, Ft. S. & M. 

Siveraedl & London & Globe Ins. Bee GBecccccccesce ccccsecs XXVIII., 594 
Co. vs. Ellington................ XXVI., 492 Lundvick vs. ‘Westehsnbin Fire 

Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Tue.. Co. OF BM. F. cccccees XXXIV., 944 
Co.vs. Farnsworth Lumber Co.XXIV., 876 Lynchburg Cotton Mill Co. vs. 

Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Travelers Ins. Co........... XXXV., 1738 
Co. vs. Kearney etal..... eevee XXVII., 873 Lynchburg Cctton Mill Co. vs. 

Liverpool & London & Globe Ina. Travelers Ins. Co, ......... XXXVI., 437 
Co. vs. T. K. Kearney and J. Lynde vs. Newark Fire Ins. Co...XXVI., 176 
We WyGeeccccs soccce essses XXX., 248 Lynn Gas & Electric Co. vs. In- 

Liverpool & L. & G. Ins. Co. surance Companies .............XXII., 823 
WG. MeWMelll.... seccscsesscs XXVIII, 423 Lyon vs. Ins. Co. of Dakota ........- XXI., 188 

Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Lyon vs. United Moderns .. _.XXXV. 239 
Co. vs. T. M. Richardson L Y ‘X¥xII 639 
Lumber Co...... saceccaeae Ge sicaiaoen <a seca seenes Cou — ’ 

Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. cAlarney vs. Supreme Coun- 

Go. vs. T. M. Richardson Gi A. Tn -Be cocss eccecceeMXSIII., 906 
Lumber Co......... ...XXXI., 997 McAllaster vs. Niagara Fire 

Liverpool & London & Globe ten Im. CO....eeee cececcccees XXVIII., 769 
GB. WE: BRGY. 5 <icvcceccssssesce XXVI., 349 McCabe et al. vs. AStna Ins. Co...XXIX., 138 

Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. McCann vs. Metropolitan Life 
Co. vs. Stern et al............... XXVI., 830 Tee. O.cce cocesece rere ee 

Livingston et al. vs. Fidelity McCarthy vs. Catholic pa 
@ DOPE OA. cc ccicccciecces XXXVI., 699 & Ladies of America.......XXVIII., 846 

Lloyd vs. Supreme Lodge McCarthy vs. Metropolitan Life 
Knights of Pythias.......... XXIX., 744 FE OK nacidcisccctcaccaved mantis XXIV., 149 

Lobdill vs. Laboring Men’s Mut. McCarty vs. New York Life 
Aid Ass'n of Chatfield, Minn.XXVII., 431 Be GDiidicccctesceccccmet XXVIII., 148 

Lodge vs. Capital Ins. Co.......... XXIII, 735 McCarvel vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 

Loeb et al.vs. American Cent.Ins.Co.XXI., 889 ti Fo ggg age <s0000 eT 399 
3 7s. 0 Ww 2 eClain vs rovident Savings 

SOE So PERS OES XXVII., 838 Life Aseur. Boe. .ccceccccscces XXX., 438 

Loesch vs. Union Casualty & McClain vs. Provident Sav. Life 
Wee PA cc. cae cetane XXXII, 862 Assur. Soc...... cocce cccccde mame, 1087 

Logan vs. tiroetiiont Sev. Life McClave vs. Mutual Reserve 
Assur. Soc. of New York..XXXIV., 646 Fund Life Ass'n............-... XXII., 877 

Lombard Investment C rs. McCluskey et al. vs. Spring- 

Mamerican Surety CO..........XXIV., 360 ‘field Fire & Marine Ins. Co.XXXIII., 424 

London Assurance vs. Companhia McComb et al. vs. Council a 
De Moagens Do Barreiro.......XXVI., 833 Ins. Co........----+--+---+-+--++--7 XI., 480 

London Assurance Corporation McCormick etal. vs. Royal octane, 778 
vs. Cowan.......... ....-...--..XXVI., 358 McCoy vs. Iowa State Ins. Co.XXVIII., 152 

London Assur. Corp. vs. Thomp- McCoy vs. Roman Catholic Mut. 

SRRiccwe covered secuue setese XXXI., 351 Bes ca canesseweqseownaadsas XXVI., 237 

London Guarantee & Accident McCready et al. vs. Hartford 
Co. vs. Hochelaga Bank.......X XIII., 479 Pee ee. Os ccwccncvcsuasded XXX., 668 

London Guarantee & Accident McCulloch vs. Mut. Reserve Fund 
Co., Ltd., vs. Siwy.... ...XXXII., 479 Eife Aaw's Ot Gl. .cccccceves XXXV., 787 

London & L. Fire Ins. Co. vs, McCullough et al. vs. Phoenix Ins. 

PROMREccd Gevses canceus XXVIII., 452 GI hi v0 cinice son cancthddeveyseansceans XXII., 781 

London & Lancashire Fire Ins. McDonald vs. Anchor Mut. Ins. 

Se, Se eee XXVIII, 653 Givsant «isans. cease. eevecel -XXXI., 688 

London & Lancashire Fire Ins. Co. McDonald vs. Bankers’ Life 
Wh Prat <ceubidssnindelccwans XXV., 283 Ass’n of Des Moines, Ia.....XXIX., 780 

Lone vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co..XXXIII., 159 McDonald vs. Boiss...............-. XXII, 639 

Long vs. North British & Mercan- McDonald vs. Fire Association of 
WE BIE Zindudacecuneseen XXVI., 356 PIN 6d cccvevatineesacéa XXV., 708 

Loomis vs. Rockford Ins. Co......... XXI., 564 McDougaletal., Admrs., vs. Prov. 

Lord vs. American Mutual Acci- Savings Life Assur. Society....XXII., 3 
| EE A eae XXIV., 299 McDowell vs, Insurance Cos....... XXV., 156 

Lord vs. National entree McElroy vs. British America 
Society..... +++ XXXII, 1038 ARBER. COc cece sesccccsces XXVIII., 112 

Louck vs. Orient Tns. ‘Co iesansaan XXVI., 462 McElroy vs. British America 

Louisville Underwriters vs. Pence..X XI., 493 Assur, Co.......... -XXVIII., 776 

Lovelace vs.Travelers’ Protective McElroy vs. Continental Ins. ‘Co. --XXII., 133 
Ass'n of America. .............. xxIV., S15: ey ut a... Hancock a 

. ut. TR Gti ccaccavs ba 

caventhal ve. Hause Tae. O8........ XXV., 816 ywoRlwee vs. New York Life Ins. Co.XXI., 447 


Loventhal vs. Home Ins. Co....XXX., 96 McEvoy vs. Nebraska & I. Ins. Co.XXV., 314 
Lovick vs. Provident Life Ass’n....XXI., 332 McFarland vs. Kittanning Ins. Co..XXI., 555 


Lowe et al. vs. United States Mut. McFarland vs. Railway Officials’ & 
MANNS, MANE Wis sins epccnwapaed XXIV., 152 Employes’ Ass’n................ XXVI., 367 








1160 


McFarland vs. St. Paul Fire & Ma- 
rine Ins. Co 


McFarland vs. United States 
Mut. Accident Ass’n 


McFetridge vs. American Fire 
Ins. Co XXIV4 714 


McFetridge vs. Phenix Ins %o..... XXII, 211 


McGammon vs. Millers’ Nat. 
Ins. Co. of 


McGannon vs. Michigan Miller's 
Mut. Fire Ins. Co........+- .-XXX., 872 
McGehee vs. Ins. Co. - ma 
XXXI., 591 
McGlother vs. Provident. Mut. 
MOC. OOsccces cocces evesse XXVIII, 105 
MeGonigle vs. se Ins. 
Co XXIV., 869 


'-XXIV., 808 


McGoni 
Fire 


McGowan vs.  aanaiincs Court of 
Independent Order of Forest- 
GB. cevccs 


McGuinness 
City, ete. 
McHale vs. McDonnell 
McHoney vs. German Ins. Co....XXIII., 316 
MelIlrath vs. Farmers’ Mut. Hail 
Ins. Ass’ er = eC 
McKelvy vs German-American 
Ins. C XXIII., 628 
McKenna vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co..XXIX., 376 
McKenzie vs. Scottish Union & 
National Ins. Co 
a vs. 


eee se eeeeeeeeeees 


XXIX., 95 
Court Elm 
o0ccevscdbmaaVay One 


vs. 


..-XXX., 835 
eee vs. Bankers’ Acc. Ins. 
XXVII., 918 
seinen vs. German Mut. Fire 
Ins. C 
McLaughlin vs. Equitable Life 
Assurance Society 58 
McLaughlin vs. McLaughlin etal. XXVI., 501 
McLaughlin vs. Supreme Coun- 
cil Knights of America....X XXIII, 
McLaughlin et al. vs. Ameri- 
can Fire Ins. Co. 
McLean vs. American Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co. of es 
-. - XXXIII., 


MOMS ccccesee covcce 
McLeuden vs. Woodmen of the 
osesdkiaks O61 


96 
431 


973 


World. 
McMahan ve. Sewickly Mutual 

Fire Ins. Co 
McMahon vs. Sup. Tent Kts. 

of the Maccabees of the 

World ene 59:060.46ee VEE 
MacMahon et al. 

Life Ins. Co 
McMaster vs. 

Ins. C 
McMaster vs. New York ‘Lite 

i 66 0aness Sse paae -XXIX., 385 
McMastér, Adm’r, vs. New York 

Life Ins. Co © cvcecccedeeakicn ONO 
McMurray vs. Capital Ins. Co.,....X XII, 204 
ev vs. Metropolitan Lite 

Co ..-XXX., 690 
clean et al. vs. Phenix Ins, Co..X XII., 807 
MeNeill vs. Chinn XXXVI., 959 
MeNicoi vs. New York Life Ins. 

Co. » 273 
uillan vs. Mutual Reserve 
und Life Ass’n.. ...... «+. 
Maccabees of the World vs. 

Searle et al. socccscemk& Ve, 478 
saeapald vs. Grand Lodge A 

. U. W. of Kentucky. co see nt, 82 


Mackinnon et al. vs. Mutual Fire 
Co. 


ee 


XXVI., 721 


801 
647 
960 


8. 
XXXIIL., 


New York a 
» XXVIII, 


Me 


XXI., 398 


-» 125 


Insurance Law Journal. 


ococM Mme, S67 


[Dec., 


MacKinnon et al. vs. Mutual 
Guaranty Fire Ins. Co 
Maas vs. Anchor Fire Ins. Co..XXXVI., 
Macon Fire Ins. Co. vs. Powell 
CE BE. 20. cece cece cocccccdbamaeiles 
Maginnis’s Estate vs. N. O. Cotton 
x. & Mut. Aid Ass’n 


39 
600 


Mahr. et al. vs. Norwich Union Fire 
Ins. Soc. et al 


Maier vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n.XXVI., 292 
eae 08 vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


Malberg vs. Metropolitan ™ 
Ins. Co. et al . XXX., 938 
Chica Guarant ty 


Malicki vs. 
ety.... XXVIII., 216 


Fund Life Soc’ 
Mallette vs. British America 
of Toronto, 


Assur. Co. 
Canada.. eecvcccves +++ XXIX., 966 


aay vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


eee ew eeeneee 


Motions vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co..X XI.,1009 
Manchester Assur. Co. vs. E. 

V. Dowell & Oo....... osdedhaeaediieg GIB 
Manchester Fire Assur. Co. vs. 

Feibelman 
Manchester Fire Assur. Co. vs. 

Glenn et al 
Manhattan Life 8. 

Beard.. esese coodnakaade, 68 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Carder XXVIT., 310 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs.Fields.XXVI., 164 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Hennessy.... coccccccdhaaahes SOD 
Manhattan Life Ins. an 

EE wcecbens 40:040%08508 -XXEVE, 
Manbattan Life Ins. Co. vs. My- 

ers. .» XXX., 184 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Pat- 

terson..... . ° +++-XXX., 340 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Sav- 

age’s Adm’r.. a > 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Willis 

Bro. et al 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. 

New York vs. Wright... 426 
Manley vs. Manley cee vesthibineg an 
Manlove et al. vs. Commercial Mut. 

WO ERE. OB... cccesccce sake nen ackee x 
Mansfield Mut. Ins. Co. et al. vs. 

Cleveland, C., C. & St. L. 

R. se SSS Kas eehes XXXV., 527 
Manton vs. Robinson XXVI., 595 
Mfrs.’ & Merchants’ Mut. Ins. Co. 

XXII., 735 


Ins. 


650 


of 
eM lls, 


ee eee 


vs. Armstrong et al 
March vs. Metropolitan Life 

Ins. Co 30 
Margut vs. United Brethren Mut. 

EE <5 scanninncnsakencscuenn XXI., 662 
Mark et al. vs. Home Ins. Co. XXIV., 311 
Markham ys. Supreme Court In- 

dependent Order of Forest- 

» 574 
coms vs. Concord Mut. Fire Ins. 


eee XXI., 537 


eee eeeeee 


Marsh vs. New Hampshire Fire 
BEB. GBeccccens evcsne seccodhdbabhes 


Marshall et al. vs. Commercial 
Travelers’ Mut. Acc. Ass’n of 
AMEFICR. 0000 coccce cose cocdhmaeles 


Marston vs. Kennebec Mutual 
Life Ins. Co XXVII., 110 


Martin vs. Capital Ins. Co. XXIII., 583 
Martin vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co........ XXII., 259 


36 


487 





1907.] 


Martin vs. Fidelity Ins. Co...XXXII., 418 


Martin vs. Insurance Co. of North 


Ma nstrecintenssss intevedine XXVI., 830 
Martin vs. Manufacturers’ Acci- 

dent Indemnity Co............. XXVI., 638 
Martin vs. Palatine Ins. Co......XXX., 928 


Martin vs. Union Mut. Life Ins.Co.XXV., 517 


Maryland Casualt ae vs. 

Bank of Mu » XXXV., 672 
Maryland aa Co. vs. 

Hudgins. . Kees onde’ asncaeeeeins, See 
Maryland Casualty Co. vs. 

Hudgins...... scene. ccpening, aan 
Maryland Home Fire —_ Co. 

vs. Kimmell........ -XXVIII., 729 
Mason vs. Mason.... ..+. “""OXXXIL, 190 
Mason vs. St. Paul Fire & Marine 

Ins. CO.cccccces coves bee ccvod XXX., 409 
Masonic Aid Ass’n vs. Taylor....... XXI., 695 
Masonic Ben. Ass’n of Central 

Illinois vs. Bunch et al......... XXII., 609 


Masonic Life Ass’n of Western 
~ Y. vs. Pollard’s Guardian.XXXV., 


Masons’ Fraternal Acc.Ass’n vs. 


19 


TRANG a cerenas te cacetonnsaneksinsae eee 2ee 
et ee, 
“ao ag SXXX., 884 
nn a ae 
~~. saomameiel ,1003 
ee eae a 
a ememanamnninticn 
a ieee ; = — XXXVI, 101 
Matson vs. Travelers Ins. Co.....XXIX., 354 


Matthes vs. Imperial Acc. ‘Ass’n..XXIX.. 622 
hews vs. American Central 
= oO SAE RAE REE XXVII., 193 


Matthews vs. ce —_ Ins. 


Co. et al. ccccee © 0 -XXXI., 1064 
Matthews vs. Continental "Cas- 

ualty CO. cccccccccvcccecsved XXXV., 807 
Matthie vs. wee ‘Fire Insur- 

one Co. oss XXAIIL, 740 
Mattingly vs. 's rin ela 'F. & 

“sh Ins. Co. pring wstvseens XXXIV., 136 
Matts vs. Modern Samari- 

"tans. cee cee eke) caneen XXXIII., 358 
Maupin vs. Scottish Union & 

National Ems. COsccccccces XXXIII., 118 
Mawhinney vs. Southern Ins, Co..XXII., 596 
Maxcy vs. New Hampshire Fire 

WN Ci eiccao nas datassvenyuscres XII., 830 
Maxwell vs. Church, Supt....... XXX., 382 
Maynard vs. Life Ins. Co. of 

Virginia et al.... .... «.-XXXII., 671 


Maynard vs. Locomotive ~—— nD 
eers’ Mut. Life & Acc 
PRUE, « codsesedcavhkvevescensesns XXVI., 
Maynard vs. Locomotive En 
eers’ Mut. Life & Acc. ne. 


579 


BOD R, 60ccccccccescccccseccecses XXVII., 208 
Mead vs. Pheenix Ins. Co......XXXIII., 404 
Mechanics’ Ins. Co. vs. Hodge....XXVI., 406 
Mechanics’ & Traders’ Ins. Co. 

WS. F1OYA..cccccces cove XXVIII., 335 
Mechanics’ Nat. Bank vs. 

Comins Of Gl.ccccccccccccs XXXIII., 49 
Mechanics’& Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. 

py ae el 
Mee vs. Bankers’ Life Ass'n of 

DRUGS oncvic «st cdccevsnovesas XXVI., 853 
Meeder vs. Provident Sav. Life 

ME TO 885 5 6C6EK VERO XXXI., 1040 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1161 


Meehan vs. piesa & Travelers’ s 
Ace. «eee XXX., 568 


» 256 
Meier vs. Phoenix Ins. Co.....XXXII., 192 
Meigs vs. Loudon Assur. Co..XXXIII., 251 


Meily Co. vs. London & L. Fire 
Ins. Co. . cccccccencecs ctaea ep OAS 


Meily Co. vs. London & Lanca- 
shire Fire Ins, Co. ...... ++» XXXVI, 271 
871 


Melcher vs. meni Co. of 
141 


Pennsylvania. . ecccdm mas ley 


Menard vs. Society. of St. Jean 
Bp Re EE, Ie x 


Mengel vs. Northwestern Mut. 
RRO FRR: Cth wks cacadcaweenesues< XXVI., 459 


Menneilley vs. Employers’ Liabil- 
ity Assur Corporation........... XXV., 613 


Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Brown etal.X XII., 876 
Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Gibbs..... XXIII., 791 
Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Schultz. XXVIII, 944 


Merchants’ Ins. Co. of Newark 
vs. New Mexico Lumber Co...XXVI., 969 


XIIL., 





Merchants’ Ins. Co. of Newark vs. 

OG Sits indindennaiiuietunian XXII., 45 
Merchants Ins. Co. of Newark 

vs, Stephens..... ...... ‘a XX., 192 
Merden vs. Hotel Owners’ Ins. Co.XXII., 147 
Merrett vs. Preferred Masonic 

Mut. Acc. Ass’n of America...XXVI., 126 
Merrick vs. Northwestern Nat. 

Life Ins. Co........ cocccccKmm mle, SCT 
Merrill vs. Colonial Mut. Fire 

BN GOA an ccnucletintasdedsces XXVII., 237 
Merrill vs. Commonwealth Mut. 

tt XXVI., 80 
Merrill vs. Travelers Ins. Co....... XXV., 143 
Merriman vs. Grand Lodge De- 

OOO: OF FR sb cbiccccccree XXXVI., 340: 
Messer et al. vs. Ancient Order of 

United Workmen et al..... » XXXL, 451 
weeps vs. Home Mutual Ins. 

iatcedonsdutenicasiunstponcuseiee XXII., 387 

winene vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co.XXXVI., 709 
Methvin vs. Fidelity Mut. Life 

Ase'n of PRIA., POs ccccccccccMms, 
Metropolitan Accident Association 

i la - . AT 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Pina 6 anitieweiisnisdinnhe XXIII., 785 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

ASMUS coeee cocee eoccceeMRAlII., 1087 
Metropolitan Life oe Co. vs 

BO vices. Kesctece esas + E@EE; 96 
Metropolitan Life Ins, Co. vs. 

BOE sup ece. cicoes - -XXXIV., 216 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

CE ceonee “anon -XXXIV., 474 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v 

City of New Orleans ....... XXXVI., 960 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

TR Gseveudeced) aac cocvcededan Ve, SO0 
aie Life Ins. _ vs. 

AGuObCe ceases . XXXVI, 644 
inienalins Life Ins. Co. vs. "Fuller. XXI., 584 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

WOU eeves. cvceves ccccccceecdadiibes TOO 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Louisville Trust Co. ........XXXV., 51 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

John McCormick. ............. XXVII., 271 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

PR axccdccdescsideckessons XXVI., 641 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Monahon........... cbudéns 
Metropolitan Life Ins. 

MOravec ....c00 cscece 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Mulleady’s Adm’x... .....ee- XXIX., 164 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v 

PERU GN sven deiteusccicdedisds XXI., 938 





1162 


Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 
People .... - X&AXXIIL, 


ein Ins. Co. vs. Rather 


642 


eee 


..-XXIX., 365 
Co. 


vs 
evvvce .<XEEV. 670 
Co. vs. 
, 168 


Metro) ee Life Ins. 
Schmid 


weenie —. Ins. 
Smith 


Metropolitan Life Ins. 
Trende. 600 es ec 69 


Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 
WHS .ccccee ccccccee oe owas 819 


Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. 

SE.. WR BR cac cove 060 et xxm., 322 
Mettner vs. Northwestern Nat. 

Life Ins. re: es ee 
Metzger vs. Cleveland & Adams.XXVIII., 176 


Metzger vs. Manchester Fire 
Assur. Co 


Meyer vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co..XXV., 349 
Meyer vs. Supreme Lodge K.P.XXXIIJ., 446 


Meyer et al. vs. Great Western 
Ins. Co XIV., 184 


Meyer et al. vs. Home Ins. Co...XXXV., 575 


Meyer-Brung vs. Pennsylvania 
Mut. Life Ins. Co 


Meyers vs. Schumann 

Miad vs. Phenix Ins. Co 

Michael vs. Prussian National 
Asaur, C 7 


Michaelsen vs. Security Mut. 
ele Xe: Serer ras © o 4 Oe 


Michigan Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Basler et al. XXXV., 12 

Michigan Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
WE SN anes 5 csknnceoncsstuamed XXVI., 830 

Michigan Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 
XXIII., 659 


XXVIIL, 


oe 
aa 


XXII., 144 


XI., 468 


Michigan Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

BO circocbcesnnctincteneacase e<i%.. 434 

a an Shingle Co. vs. London 

uancashire Ins. Co...........XXII., 320 
hens Shingle on, vs. State In. 
vestment & Ins. Co.............XXII., 241 

Miles “* _ Conners Mut. Life 
Ins. C , 336 

Miles vs. 

Life Ass’n.... 

Miles Lamp Chimney Co. vs. 
Erie Fire Ins. Co. of Buf- 
fale, BM. Fi, Ob Oh. esvccves XXXIV., 370 

Milkman vs. United Mut. Ins. Co.XXVI., 593 

Millard vs. Brayton...... seeece »-XXX., 440 


Millard eee American 
Legion of Honor................XXVI., 175 
Miller vs. American Mut. Acci- 
dent ins. Co . 
Miller ve. Campbell. ...............RXILI., 
Miller vs. Consolidated Patrons’ 
Farmers’ Ins. Co.......... xxx 


Miller vs. Delaware Ins. 
of Philadelphia... .. 


Miller vs. 
Cc 


94 


458 
+, 383 


Co. 
<< RREIN., 
veer & Casualty 


503 


Miller vs. Fireman's ‘Ins, Co...XXXIIL, 
Miller vs. Home Ins. Co XXXIIL., 


Miller vs. Insurance Company 
of North America... .. ...XXXIIL., 


Miller vs. Tuttle et al.... XXXIL, 


Miller et al. vs. Scottish Union & 
WMational Tn. O0.......csqeoese XXIII., 725 


a et al. vs. Woodward et 


149 
764 


671 
958 


Millis et al. vs. Scottish Union 
& National Ins. Co.......... XXXI., 
Mills vs. Home Benefit Life Ass’n.XXVL., 
Milwaukee Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Whee 40e he 400 Sesene XXXIL., 


877 
633 


865 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 
vs. Graham.. o0eecmeebeibes BOO 


Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 
vs. McKernan etal............XXVII., 870 


Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 
vs. Niewedde XXVI., 734 


Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 
vs. Palatine Ins, Co....... 84 
360 


Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Race 
vs. Russell. . ecccccs XXXL, 
191 
690 


Milwaukee Trust ‘Co. vs. Far 
480 


<s.. 


ers’ Mut. Fire Ins, Co. --«XXXIL, 
Minneapolis Fire & Mari 
Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Fultz... 
Minneapolis Fire & Marine Co. 
et al. vs. Norman oma, 
Minn., St. P. & S. 8S. M. Ry. Co. 
Ws SY EE ON ce ck conccneceass XXV., 
Minn., St. P. & 8. 8S. M. R. Ry 
Co. vs. Home Ins. Co 
Minneapolis Threshing Mach. 
Co. vs. Darnall XXIX., 687 
Minneapolis Threshing Machine 
Co. vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co XXIII., 734 
Minnesota Title Ins. & Trust Co. 
vs. Drexel et al 
Minnock vs. Kureka F.& M.Ins.Co.XXIL., 
Mins vs. Ford et al 
Miotke vs. Milwaukee Mechanics’ 
Ins. Co 
epietont Fire Ass’n vs. Dob- 
bins . oeeXXXII., 369 
Mississippi Fire Ass’ n vs. Stein. XXXV., 809 
Mississippi Home Ins. Co. vs. 
Dobbins. sakeb ake hs, 


aaa vs. Mississippi Home Ins. 
hii einGenabesedeukoneeanie bent XXVI., 


simone vs. Minnesota Fire Ass’n. .XXI., 

Mitchell vs. Potomac Ins. Co....XXXI., 

Mitchell vs. St. Paul German Fire 
Ins. C 

Mobile Ins. Co. etal. vs.  cgapeanae 
& Greenville R. R. C 

Modern Order of Pretorians vs. 
Hollmig 

ao Woodmen ‘Ace. ‘Ass’ n vs. 


° XXXII, 


252 
68 


XXVI., 910 


364 
, 634 
420 
570 
XXI.,1003 
XXVI., 268 
960 


XXVI., 724 


XXXVL, 


Modern Woodmen Acc. Ass’n vs. 
Es cvtntncccccccsenssccsccte Vann Tle 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 
Coleman et al........ 
Modern Woodmen of America 
vs. Colman et al... eo XXXII, 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 
Jameson 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 
Jameson 


XXI., 493 


732 
XI, 711 


XXII., 837 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 
Kozak... XXXI., 498 


Modern Woodmen of America vs. 


Peet wees we reeee 


Modern Woodmen of America 

Wk. Pe WA sicvaniniscecnswe XXVII., 477 
Modern Woodmen of America 

vs. Vincent ....... rere: s+, ae 
Modern Woodmen of America 

VS. WilSON ...ccccccccsseesem aXe, 582 
Moflitt vs. Phoenix Ins. Co......... XXIV., 154 
=—— vs. Societe de Bienfaigance, 

eto 


Mohrstadt vs. Mutual Life Ins. 
Co. of New York . XXXL, 
Moise vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ass’n 
Moller vs. American Fire Ins, Co..XXII., 309 
ee. vs. Sup. Council of Catho- 
lic Mut. Ben. Ass'n. 
Monahan vs. Supreme Lodge of 
the Order of Columbian 
Benights....0. ccccee cove cdma mdles 


, 632 





1907.] 


Monger & ee" vs. Deleware 
Ins Co ‘ 


Monger & Meney 1 vs.  @nme Te. 
Co. 


-XXXIIL., 379 
- XXXVI. 


Monroe vs. Providence Permanent 
Firemen’s Relief Association... 


Monroe Building & Loan Ass’n 
L. & L. & G. Ins. Co....XXVIIL, 


Monteleone vs. Harding XXVIII., 384 
Monteleone vs. Royal Ins. Co..... XXIV., 240 
Monteleone vs. Royal Ins. Co.....XXIV., 531 
Monteleone vs. Royal Ins. Co...XXXI., 689 


Mortgomery vs. American Cent. 
Ins. Co. of St. Louis......... XXX., 122 


Montgomery vs. Delaware Ins. 


+» 479 


XXV., 800 


266 


. XXXIIl., 
HRarker. ccc ccecce XXX., 
Montgomery vs. Whitbeck.....XXXIL., 


Montgomery Co. Farmers’ Mut. 

Ins. Co. vs. Milner. ............XXIIL., 
Moody vs. Insurance Company...XXVL., 
Moore vs. Continental Ins. Co....XXIX., 
Moore vs. Farmers’ Mutual Ins. 

XXVIII, 57 
pens 

-XXXIV., 667 
-XXX., 658 


108 
187 
983 


Montgomery vs. 


456 
81 
95 


Moore vs. ae 
Society .... . 
Moore vs. Niagara "Fire “Ins. ‘Co. 


Moore vs. Northwestern Mut. ao 
Life TOO Go. vcccscccsccccscteanan Vey 6Oe 


Moore vs. Northwestern Na- 
tional Life Ins, Co. ......XXXIV., 


Moore vs. Order of Railway Con- 
ductors of America XXIII., 


Moore vs. Rockford Ins. Co.......X XI1ITI., 


Moore vs. Susquehanna Mut, Fire 
Ins. Co ee: ae 


Moore vs. Wildey Casualty Co....XXIX., 798 
Moore etal. vs. Hanover Fire Ins. 
Cc 


863 


329 
620 


XXIIL., 
Moore et al. vs. Mutual Reserve 
Fund Life Ass'n 


Moore et al. vs. Mutual Reserve. 
Fund Life 


More et al. vs. New York Bow ery 
FIRS BBB. OO. i ccc ccusasccsccdovcss 
Morehead’s Adm’r et al. vs. —_ 
field + > 
Morey We. MORK .coccccisccese XXXIV., 
Morgan vs. Hog Raisers’ Mut. 
Ins. C cocvcsctetaan, 8 
Morgan vs. Illinois Ins. Co......XXX1L, 639 
Moriarty vs. Home Ins. Co.........X XII., 797 
Moriarty vs. United States Fire 
WE GBvcce cencccdavccense XXVIII., 285 
Morley vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co XXI.,1047 
ea vs. Liverpool & L. 
G. Ins. C 
Morotock Ins. Co. vs. Cheek 
Morotock Ins. Co. vs. Rodefer et al. XXV., 
Morrell & Co. vs. New ee 
Fire Ins. 
Morrill vs. Manhattan Life Ins. 
Co. et al 
Morris vs. Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 
OO.0F TERRMONT .... .cccncccccscss ma « 


Morris vs. German-American Ins. 
MD addi ainknnasaue pape dxeecen seus XXII, 
Morris vs. Imperial Ins. Co.— 
Imperial Ins. Co. vs. Morris. XXVIII, 


Morris vs. Orient Ins. Co.— 
Orient Ins. Cv. vs. Morris..XXVIII., 


Morrow vs. Des Moines Ins. Co......X XL, 
Morrow ys. National Masonic 

EE: w6cdes, tncannds SZERIV., 
Morse vs. Fraternal Acc. Ass’n 

CE BRIAR bv ckccucdcesccectaaeetn 
Mortensen vs. Central Life As 

sur. Ass’n of the U. S.. 


466 
. XXX., 1046 
XXXII... 816 


22 


» «6 


XXI. 


188 
672 


& 
XXVIIL., 
y., 649 


568 
529 
EES. 08 
XXIX., 481 
230 
399 
402 


643 
842 


997 


451 


.XXXIIL, 784 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1163 


Moses et al. vs. Travelers Ins. 


Dvccccccee ooo oo ceccce XXI., 33 


Mosness vs. German-American Ins. 


Moulton vs. Masonic Mutual 
Benefit Sve ctabaneals 


304 

Eden Bank vs. Ocean Ac- 
cident & Guarantee Co.....XXXVI., 88 
Moyer vs. Sun Ins. Office XXVI., 462 
Mudd et al. vs. German Ins. Co. 
of Freeport, Ill........ee0. 


Mueller vs. Grand Grove, State of 
Minnesota, United Ancient 
Order of Druids 

Muhlenburg et al, : 
Fire Ins. Co. of Sinking 
Springs weencbaude cae weg eee 

Muller vs. State Life Ins. Co....XXX., 1056 


Mulligan vs. Prudential Ins. 
Co... XXXIII., 


Murdy vs. Skyles et ux............ XXVL., 


Murphey vs. American Mut. Ac. 
cident Ass’n 


Murphy vs. 
Ins. C xIX., 
Murphy vs. Norwalk ..........XXXVL, 


Murphy vs. Prudential Ins, Co. 
of America + esoe R&I, 


Murphy vs. Royal Ins. Wen al XXIX., 
Murray vs. State Life Ins. Co..XXXVI., 
Murray vs. State Mut. Life Ins. x 

Co 


Mt, 


-XXIX., 961 


, 870 
vs. Mutual 


Ti7 
607 


557 


567 
95 


36 
210 


Murray vs. Supreme Lodge of 
New Englund Order of Pro- 
tection oh. eonmeeine 
Mutual Accident Ass’n vs.TuggleX XIII., 
Mutual Benefit _ n vs. Nan- 
earrow. eee eee 
Mutual Benefit Co. on ‘the Appeal 
OE DOI acces Bcccccccceves xx 
Mutual Ben. Life Ins. a vs. 
Davis..... es 


Mutual Ben. 


XXXIL, 


-XXXIIL, 990 


577 


Life Ins. Co. 
-REVER, 


Mutual Ben. Life Ins. Co. 
First Nat. Bank of Louisville. XXXL, 
Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Lehman et al 


Mutual Ben. Life Ins. 
Martin.. 


Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Robison 


Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. Alvord. XXIII. 
Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. Jean.XXXII., 


Mutual Industrial Indemnity Co. 
vs. Perkins » 401 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Arhelger.X XIII., 606 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Blodgett.XXI1I., 8I2 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Ding- 

le ecccccsesesecedeaiaes GEO 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Gorman..XXVI., 1014 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Hatha- 

way et al....... evs XXX., 575 


Mutual Life Ins Co. vs. Hayward 
CCR iis be ci. cc ccciavandssecnuadncde ee 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Hill....XXIX., 95 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Hill....XXX., 480 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Herron..XXXI1., 68 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. — 
.XXIX.,1053 


ehins..... 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. " Kelly. “XXX1., 497 
vs. Lane 
, 451 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
XXXVI. 
443 


et al. 
542 


785 
988 


598 


401 
801 
G49 


Co. 
ene 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Nichols..X XVI., 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Pearson.XXXI., 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. ys. “ae - 

1d: ° - XXXVI. 
creda ae Ves 


» 269 


Mutval Life Ins. Co. vs. Selby... 618 





1164 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Simpson. XXVI., 452 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Smith....XXVI., 928 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Stegall. XX XVI.,1001 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Thomson 
Dds dhavenspevises<cchensarnennt XXII, 481 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Tillman....XXI., 788 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Twy- 

WSR CC Al. 2occrcccecccccceccdamaeWos OLE 
Mutual Life Ins. Co.et al.vs.HillmonXXI., 701 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of Balti- 

more vs. Thomas ... XXXIV., 853 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of Ken- 

tucky vs. Clancy....... ....-XXIX.,1054 

46 
865 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. of Ky. vs. 
Twyman et al. ..... ovcceeddma Ves 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 
York vs. Blair et tc egal XXXIIL., 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 
York vs. Cohen....... ....++ 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. 
VE. Willott..c0e ccvecsece occedhmkae, S81 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. 
. XXXII, 


vs. po ale gg con ee 1054 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. 

vs. _— — — and 

others.. $a woe wine XXXIII., 550 
Mutual Life Ins. ‘Co. of New 

York vs. Jarboe et al.......... XXVII., 225 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 


York vs. Logan...............-XXVII., 937 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y¥. 

ae eee + sooeM&AITT., 519 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 

WEE PE. QOD. cc cc cssncscoees XXVII., 444 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 
York vs. Nellie Phinney......XXIX., 910 


Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass'n 
78. ABSA 2 occcvcees <9 sheen Ny OD 


Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n 
VO. BOyeP.cccccece cccccecscodsadanes lOGe 


Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass'n 


vs. City Council of Augusta 
Ot al.crceee peceeseeGnce bone eeeneeens Ee 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life 


Ass’n vs. Cotter et al.....XXXIV., 154 


Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n 
vs. Cotter et al. ... XXXVI., 


Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass'n 
vs. Ferrenbach .........eeee.X&RVe, O22 


Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass'n 


334 


vs. Opp...... jubenenwee ..XXX., 861 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life 

Ass'n vs. James 8S. Phelps 

and — Trust & ae, 

Vault Co.. ° » XXXII, 752 
Mutual Reserve ‘Fund ‘Lite 

Ass'n vs. Phelps and Fidel- 

ity —— & ay Vault 

2 ee oe o+eeK&XIT, 899 
Mutual Reserve Funa Life 

Ass’n vs. © savvecccccsmeenes 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass'n 

vs. Stephens et al........... XXXI., 733 
Mutual Reserve Life Ins. Co. 

of N. ¥. vs. Dobler.......XXXIV., 769 


Myers vs. Lebanon Mut. Ins. Co..XXIIL., 308 
Naill vs. Kansas Farmers’ Fire 

Bis TIO, ov cnskdvccspconsecccacnsnte » 980 
Names vs. Dwelling-House Ins.Co.XXV., 589 
Nappanee Furniture Co. vs. Ver- 

I Beta de nvcnpescsenenccsen XXIII., 871 
Natchez & N. O. Packet & Nav.Co. 

vs.Louisville Underwriters et al. XXI., 640 
National Construction Co. vs. 

Travelers Ins. Co........see0e&RR-, 87 
National Council of the Knights 

Ladies of Security vs. 


DUMOR vcccce seccce coccccdaelve, O6 
National Fire Ins. Co. vs 
GA asecs vakeds Sees .. XXVIII. +» 379 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


National Fire Ins. Oo. 

Benjamin F. Sullard a" XXXII, 1046 
National Fire Ins. Co. vs. Three 

States Lumber Co...........XXXV., 126 
National Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

United States Building & 

Loan Association’s Assignee...XXIX., 253 
National Fire Ins. Co. et al. 

vs. Peaslee-Gaubert Com- 

DONT. GE By cos ceveis eoncccthaneetes, GS 
National Fire Ins. Co. of Hartford 

WU MNO vnwnssnkcnssccsaveetse XXVI., 926 
National Fraternity ws. Karnes..XXX., 288 


National Life Ass’n vs. Berkeley.XXIX., 95 
National Life Ass’n of Hartford, 

Conn., vs. Hopkins’ Adm'r 

WO Gis on sesas Karvasdccsace XXVIII, 717 


National Life Ins. Co. vs. Met- 
ropolitan Life Ins. Co. » -XXXVI., 577 


National Life Ins. Co. vs. Twid- 

Cer ee o eeedes XX., 257 
National Life & Trust Co. vs 

Omans.. ae “XXXIII , 824 
National Masonic Accident Ass’n 

WE nokta bancenesstacasekan XXIV., 423 
National Mut. em o vs. Home 

DE. BOG. GE Bh. Bec cccccccccesss XXVL., 917 
National esc ty Ass’n vs. Pren- 

tice Brown Stone Co............. XXI., 838 
National Protective Legion vs. 

O’Brien, Insurance Commis- 

sioner ...... © s00ess 26ceccdhanen keg hee 
National Union vs. Fitzpat- 

CIEE cncces cocccs seveccedhaeale, O88 
National Union vs. Marlow chanenied XXVI., 363 
National Wall Paper Co. _ vs. 

Associated Mfrs.’ Mut. Fire 

TOS. GOFD.c000. corde ose costetnaekte G48 
Nax vs. Travelers Ins. Oo....XXXIIL, 920 
Bek. We TE a nnctvcscess »-XXXV., 121 
Nederland Life Ins. Co., Lim 

ited, vs. Meinert......... "XXXIIL., 673 
Needy vs. German American Ins. 

CW ica st sas sas © ecccceesdmdhane, 468 
Neff vs. Metropolitan Life 

BRB: OD, cvccocces escccveoomammnves OTC 


Neill vs. Order United Friends.....XXV.,: 668 


Nelson et al. vs. Atlanta Home 
BN Res nnins scuninn ce écnsccnus XXVI., 913 
Nelson et al. vs. Farm Prop- 
erty Mut. Ins. Ass’n...... XXXIV., 841 
Nelson et al. vs. Traders’ Ins. 
a Serre XXXIV., 933 
Nerger et al. vs. Equitable Fire 
PENA sbc 0 sentene, o0a00% XXXV,, 556 
Neville vs. Detroit Fire Ass’n.....XXVI., 637 
New vs. German Ins. Co............. XXI., 754 
New Amsterdam Casualty Co. 
vs. Cumberland Telephone & 
TORINO GM, | a ccccsicscece XXXVI., 621 
New Amsterdam Casualty Co. 
eer are XXXVI.,1046 
Newark Machine Co. vs. Kenton 
OE EE ees ae XXITII., 349 
Newcomb vs. Imperial Life Ins.Co.XXII., 53 
Newcomb vs. Provident Fund So- 
MONEE chs Ghactbencapeéccacanasnebe XXIV., 302 
New England Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
are obs. eekke .. XXIX., 500 
New England Loan & Trust Co. 
vas. Kenneally et al............. XXIII., 799 


New England Mut. Life Ins. 
Co. ws. Swain ...........XXXIV., 1008 


New Era Life Ass’n vs. Rossiter....X XI., 287 


Newhall vs. Supreme Councii 
American Legion of Honor...XXXI., 389 
913 


New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
National Life Ins. Co.......XXXI., 


New Haven Steamboat Co. vs. 


WES DORE; GOS. cccccvccssicans ZVi., i978 








1907.] Index of Cases Reported. 1165 
New Haven Trust Co. vs. Do- Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bishop...XXV., 24 
7 herty et al. sees oeee «XXXII, 635 Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Boon 
New Jersey Rubber Co. vs, Com. a et al. acstmss reste. 5 saustomree ss bt 
i r. Co. 0 agara VFire Ins. 
=... _ ee eer & -aeeeee xxx... @ i PE adccencasdeceuansite XXVII., 73 
Orleans & Cc. R. Co. vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Heenan 
New, Orioans Cas. Co.....+-+- XXXIV., 681 Be Oc case caciveued’ cvsesesa XXX., 477 
‘Newport Imp. Co. vs. Home Ins. Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Scammon.XXI., 925 
CO... cececee sevccccevecs nr 899 Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. ScammunXXII., 137 
Newton vs. Northern Mutual Nia 2 
4 gara Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
ene Erno, cai ne » 286 UCornell, State Auditor, et al.XXX., 1008 
Heuee Ass’ —_ western Mu “XXXI., 708 Nichol vs. Murphy vesnueetnanee 960 
a ae holls et al. vs. Sun Mutual 
Nevton et al. vs. ‘Theresa ‘Vil Nic: 
ane Mat. Fire ine. Co.— BOS OW an csccedusuecssadetooade XXIII., 633 
Sume_ vs. Waterloo Mut. Nichols et al. vs. Mutual Life 
Fire Ins. Co.—Same vs. De 3 Ins. Co. of N. Y.... .... ..£XXXII., 790 
Forest Mut. Fire Ins. Co...XXXIV., 947 wickell vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 
Newtown Creek Towing Co. vs. SONS Ms Ue Ev odcc scccssisuss XXVII., 880 
Mtna InsB. CO. .ccccccccccccce XXIX.,1038 Nielsen ys. Provident Say. Life 
New York & Restos Lloyds vs. Assur. eccee eecccee evcce XXXI., 3 
Rhoades. . -XXXII., 192 Nielsen ys. Provident Sav. Life 
New York Board of " Underwrit- s Assur. Soc. of New York...XXXII., 885 
ers vs. Whipple “et al...... XXVIII., 184 nies vs. Farmers’ Mut. Fire 
New York eeere Oe * Ins. Od., Gv ccccccccccceccdeta Valle, SB 
United Security e ins. Nippolt vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co..... XXIII., 577 
oun Gan? ears aiasea serene oo 666 Nixon & Danforth vs. Piedmont 
ihoate: ee ee ree " XXVII., 649 Mut. Ins. CO. sesereeveveres XV., 864 
Nixon vs. Travelers Ins. Co..... XXX., 706 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Baker.XXVITL., 350 Nussis ve Equitable Fire 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Chit- =xVi.. as BOR ncces ctdons  <caccciWa Gal 
» aoe a ee a pene Norris vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 
"mde CFAVORS..c.seccccece 000 KBIX~ OTC a bo eet 747 
N York Life Ins. Co. vs. N. + re Ins. 
". Comy & Bro.......+..-XEXI2., 0 ‘a — et ge cevcces -XXIX., 436 
orristown Title, Trust & Safe 
or ae: a he ~e Ill., 467 oe vs. John Hancock XXVI.. 972 
eebarcearweses a Ea en rI., 
oe Life Ins. Co. * SxVIIL, 527 North American Accident ee . 
be ee ee ee " so. vs. Trenton ....... eeeee +» 7 
<a a ins. © Go, aa mes XXxXI., 618 North American Ins. Co. et 
N York. Lif : Ins. Co. vs al. vs. Henry Yates, Insur- 
_ lah e "XXXII, 415 ance Superintendent, et al.XXXIII., 1055 
& “Lt : de — ae North American Ins. Co. et al. 
oe = York Life Ins. Co, vs. ‘xxx, 189 .. Y% Yates, Ins. Supt........XXXIV., 385 
et es a = North British & Mercantile Ins. 
New. Tori “Life Ins. 0. as 177 Co. va. Bohm 66 al.....ccccccocss XVI., 106 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Ireland.XXI., 161 Nore® British & Mercantile Ins. 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. North British & Mercantile Ins. : 
_ Levy’s Adm’r ......seeseees XXXYV., 455 "Co. vs. Lambert et al........... XXIV., 231 
Bow, Fees Saws. a Ins. lege vs. XXXIV., 1054 North British & Mercantile ee 
eercercees seeeeed M. Ci TOO cvccsses eeeeves CVI, 1006 
New ork Lite Ins. oo vs " XXXV., 857 North German Fire Insurance sy “ 
eeeeeeeeee . Vs. AMS cccecccccccece +» 766 
New eek late Ins. Co. vs "XXVIII., 698 North German Ins. Co. vs. Mor- 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Mil- 
ler.—Sutton et al. vs. New 
York Life Ins, Co......++++.. XXIX.,1033 


Sew - Life, Ins. Co. vs. 

TRUE cvesncescscse eectccdus L.XXXV., 760 
New York Life Ins, Co. vs. 

i rere XXXIV., 673 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Or- 

WE adctned: KURCHEe ances wen XXX., 958 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Pope 

OE e ntivve Kvccoces aceses XXXI., 845 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. 

WR a idsincd. ovties! covesscoes XXIX., 863 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Smith. XXVI., 635 


New York Life Ins. Co. Ys. 

Smith. oe o MAXIII, 885 
New York Life ‘Ins. Co. vs. 

<a XXVII., 633 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Warren Deposit Bank...... XXXII, 945 
N. Y. Lumber & Woodworking 

Co. vs. People’s Fire Ins. Co-..XXIL, 632 
New Zealand Ins. Co. vs. Paul 

MAAR. cee cvcce ve ecreceses XXIX., 47 





ton-Scott-Robertson Co.... ..XXXI., 580 
Northam ys. Dutchess Co. Mut 


WO GS essded. séuncue sees RXX., 448 
Northam vs. Dutchess County 

Mut. Ins. Co. of Pough- 

keepsie. . ethan kedcek on XXKXIII., 283 
Northern Asser. Co. vs. Borgelt 

et al. ecco cece coce codhtealle, SB 
Northern ne. Co. vs. Goelet 

CF Msicaniveceuces cisasce . XXIX., 768 
Northern Assur. Co. vs. Grand 

View Building Ass’n.... .... XXXI., 97 
Northern Assurance Co. vs. Ham- 

SE WG iciadecévanindonsCadcdens XXVI., 824 


Northern Assur. Co. vs. Hanna..XXIX., 388 
Northern Assur. Co. of London 
vs. Grand View ®Wldg. Ass’n..XXIX., 587 


Northern Pac. Exp. Co. vs. 

Traders’ Ins. Co., of Chi- 

CU Ts Undestads. acacnanena XXIX., 503 
Northwest Transp. Co. vs.Boston 

Marine Ina. Co.................. XXVI., 239 
Northwestern Life Ass’n vs. 

EE OP Uaiees ccnnns. aud XXXI., 686 





1166 


Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Barbour et al 

Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. 
Co. vs. Montgomery et al... XXXII, 

Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 


vs. Rochester German Ins. 
TD. une is.edeka acehs® cae peeeees 


Northwestern Mut. Life Ins.Co.vs. 
Stevens et al.—Bankers’ Life 
Ass’n of Minnesota vs. Same... 

Northwestern National Ins. Co. 
vs. Woodward. XXVIII, 

Northwestern Traveling Men’s 
Ass'n vs. Schauss.............- XXIII., 372 

Norwaysz Thuringia Ins. 

Co. XXXIII., 83 
Norwich Union Fire Ins, Soc, vs. 

Standard Oil Co., et al 
Norwich Union Fire Ins. Soc. vs. 

Wellhouse....... 

Noyes vs. Commercial Travelers’ 
Eastern Acc. Ass’D ........-2 XXXV., 

Nunte et al. vs. Townsend....... XXX., 

Nye vs. Grand Lodge A. 0. U. W. 

GREE. cccces vcicencsucevensseunsenes XXVI., 
Obersteller vs.Commercial Assur. 

Bic ic dndenncdesovesecensvcecespace XXII, 
O’Brien vs. Greenwich Ins. Co..XXXI., 
O'Brien vs. Home Ins. Co XXL. 
O’Brien vs. Prescott Ins. Co.........XXI., 
Ovean View Land Co, vs. West 

Jersey Title Guaranty Co..XXXIV., 
O'Connell et al. vs. New York, 

N. H. & H. R. R. et al....XXXIV., 
O’Connell vs. Supreme Conclave 

Knights of Damon . XXIX.,1047 
Offill vs.Supreme Lodge Knights. 

OE BERTIE. onion concccnccsssccsesdn aay 
Oftiner vs. Brotherhood of 

American Yeomen ........XXXIV., 
Ohage vs. Union Ins. Co. of Phila.XXX., 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. Bevis..XXVI., 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins, Co. vs. Bur- 

get 
Ohio Farmers’ Insurance Com- 

pany vs. Hunter .........06- XXXV., 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins.Co.vs. Maloney.XXIV., 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. 

Vogel 
Ohio Farmers’ 

Waters et al 
Ohio Farmers’ 

Wilson 
O'Keefe vs. Liverpool & London &. 

Globe Ins. Co. 

Old Wayne Mut. Life Ass'n of 
Indianapolis vs. E. 
et al. ee 

O'Leary et al. vs. German. Amer- 
ican Ins, Co, of N. Y 

O'Leary et al. vs. Merchants’ & 
Bankers’ Mut. Ins. Co..........XXV., 

Oliver vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co. of 
FRMRCIMOTO. 62000 seccee vecees XXX., 

Oliver vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 

OC WOW TOPE s ccccccs covsss XXVIII, 
Omey et al. vs. German Ins. Co .....X XL, 
Omaha Fire Ins. Co. vs. Crighton.XXVI., 
Omaha Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dierks....XXIV., 
Omaha Fire Ins.Co.vs. Dierks etal. XXIV., 
Omaha Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dufek....X XIV., 
Omaha Fire Ins. Co.vs. Hilde. 


XXI., 168 
254 


168 


XXV., 292 
93 


vs. 


193 
95 


419 


395 
784 
78 
783 


864 
156 


936 


192 
356 
623 


75 


672 
400 


478 


71 
Ins. 


394 
565 


710 
669 
791 
251 
241 
473 


730 
Omaha Fire Ins.Co. vs. Thompson 
Wie veces ccccsccenencansescesesde ay 
Omaha National Bank vs. Mu- 
tual Ben. Life Ins, Co 
Ombere vs. United States Ma- 
Ran ccevenncnnsccnesnboudeae te Sun 


735 
295 
68 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


O'Neill vs. Supreme Council 

American Legion of Honor.XXXIIL., 
Opitz vs. Karel rrr? ¢ © «i 
Ordway vs. Chace oodbae Viable 
Orient Ins. Co. vs. Clark ° 
Orient Ins. Co. vs. Daggs......XXVIIL., 
Orient Ins. Co. vs. MeKnight....XXXI., 
Orient Ins. = vs. Rudolph et 

al, -XXXIV., 864 
Ormsby et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co. XXIV., 110 


O’ Rourke vs. John Hancock Mut. 
Life Ins. Co. 


O'Rourke vs. John Hancock Mut. 
Life 2 »-XXXI., 230 

+ 624 
-XXVIII., 1022 


479 
822 
191 


97 
874 


XXIV., 160 


Orr vs. Travelers Ins. Co...... 
Osborne vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Otte vs. Hartford Life Ins. Co.XXXIIL., 
Over vs. Lake Erie & W. R. Co....XXVL., 
Overhiser vs. Overbiser......... 
Overhiser’s Adm’x vs. Qverhi- 

OOP OE Dhisesivsese eoceves .. - XXIX., 861 
Overpeck vs. Overpeck et al XXIII, 74 
Owen vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 

Co, coccee MXN, 760 
Oyster vs. Burlington Relief 

Department of Chicago B. & 

Ss, ee CO OE Boivin tic. anna XXXIL., 
Pace vs. Provident Savings Life 

PO OND cis. Sie4nd- bHAesd XXXI1., 
Pacific Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Insur- 

ance Department et al. .....XXXVI., 562 
Pacific Mut. Life Ins. - vs. 

Galbraith ooe KMAXV., 186 


Pacitic Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs 
Snowden 


Pacific Mut. 
Terry et al. pik ues rates sc seats, 
Pacific Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Walker occ ate Easy 
Packard vs. In- 
surance Co. . 
Packham vs. Ger mania Fire Ins. 

Co. of Baltimore XXIX.,1014 
Page et al. vs. Sun Insurance Office.XXV., 865 
Paine vs. Pacific Mut.Life Ins.Co.XXIII., 588 


Palatine Ins. = -, Limited, vs. 
Dickerson. XXXII., 


Palatine Ins. Ce ‘0. V8. . Evans, Judge. XXVI., 
Palatine Ins. Co. vs. Ewing et 


362 
-XXIX., 102 


80 
591 


XX2ITT , 181 


Life Ins. Co, 

282 
96 
Me eee 


XXXII., 742 


287 
459 


461 


Palatine Ins. Co. vs. McElroy.. » 462 


Palatine Ins. Co. vs. “Morton- 
Scott-Robertson Co.. 


Palatine Ins, Co., Ltd... vs. 0". 
PE. 6556.9 G an, wes enna XXXVI., 
Palmer vs. Welch et al 
Palmer Bank of Savings v8. Ins. 
Co. of North America 
Paquette vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 
—Langdeau vs. Same ...... XXEVI., 
Parish vs. Mutual Benefit Life 
Ins. C XXVIII, 
Wie MN wustiecis. wstceceee xxX., 


Parker vs. China Mut. Ins. Co...... XXVv. 
Parker vs. Farmers’ Fire Ins. 


481 
616 
269 
739 
110 
285 

70 
» 282 
XXIV., 936 


635 
» 719 


XXXVI, 


Co. 
Parker et al. vs. Rochester-Ger- 

PE I coc: cas canwannceckea av be 
Parsons vs. Knoxville Fire Ins. Co.XXV 
Parsons & Arbaugh et al. vs. 

Northwestern Nat. Ins. Co.. 


Parsons et al. vs. Knoxville Fire 
Ins. Co 


Parvie vs. Mutual Reserve Life 
ns. 


397 


XXXIII., 
Patten vs. United Life & Acc.Ass'n. XXL, 








1907.] 


Patterson et al. vs. Natural Pre- 


mium Mut. Life Ins. Co XXVII., 820 


Patton vs. Continental Casualty 

Gy. kbceGd cvekan Coneseseun XXXVI.,1039 
Paul vs. Fidelity & Casualty 

Ins. Co. of N. Y....0- sees XXXII, 961 
Peabody vs. Satterlee et al......XXX., 995 
Peake vs. Fuller........ octeess caeeemy Gee 
Peake vs. Yule........++seeeeees XXIX.,1046 
Pearce Mfg. Co. vs. Lebanon 

meee. Tee CR cncccsvccesess XXXVI., 444 
Pearlstine vs. Westchester Fire 

Gms. CO. wcocccccee cocccs XXXIV., 39 
Peck vs. Girard Fire & Marine 

PU ess xccccteccdunsavcésuvun XVII., 265 
Peele vs. Provident Fund Society 

GMs ecsakexvakseicesdinaninaieide XVI., 927 
Peet vs. Dakota F. & M. Ins. Co...XXV., 88 
Pelican Ins. Co. vs. Schwartz et al..XXI., 722 
Pelican Ins. Co. vs. Smith........... XxI. 106 
Pelzer Mtg. Co. vs. Sun Fire Office..X XI., 952 
Pern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Barnett’s AGM’P .ccee csccs XXXVI., 345 
Penn Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Mechan- 

ics’ Savings Bank & Trust Co..XXV., 871 


Penn Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Union Trust Vo. of California 


Oi warcenpaatass vesddecseascun VII., 502 
Penn Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

GORMTEE avccnces, censecescedeenen tien Gee 
Penn Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 

WOOO cine: Kae ceds, cameny XXXVI, 578 
Penn Plate Glass Co. vs. Spring 

Carte FOR GO cccicceuces XXVIII., 223 
Pennington vs. Pacific Mut. Life 

BG MiiencaacadeGapaiweddccsaacte XXII., 25 
Pennsylvania Casualty Co. vs. 

WOON sivencss cede conve XXXIV., 321 
Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

GAERGEGE i ccccece tise ~-XXX., 753 
Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Drackett et al.....ceee- ooee ee RIX, 841 
Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

PRUMMNR evces’ ccteeae dvecce XXX., 821 
Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

D002 scdesece tvcdstuaes XXVIII., 6/2 
Pennsylvania Lumbermen’s 

Mutual Benefit Fire Ins. 

Co. WO. Magee ceccescecvesdmav., GF 
People vs. Formosa.................. XXI.,1017 
People vs. Grand Lodge of Em- 

pire Order of Mutual Aid of 

State of New York, et al...XXVIII., 3 
People vs. Mercantile Credit 

Guarantee Co.... coccdhdbae, CO 
People ex rel. Payeon va. Pavey. -XXIII., 880 


People ex rel. Stevens vs. Fidelity 
Cagualty Ins. Co.............XXVI., 364 

People ex rel. United States 

Grand Lodge of Order of 


Brith Abraham vs. Payn....XXIX., 232 
People ex rel. Woodward vs. 
IS cinixda canad tes sedeanill XIII., 79 
People ex rel. Woodward vs. Ro- 
sendale, Att’y-Gen............. XXVI., 266 
People of the State of Michigan vs. 
WE dine veces vnevcededscsnnaxeen bie XXV., 141 
People’s Fire Ins. Ass’n vs 
ully Gorham & Co......... UXXXV., 849 
People’s Mut.Assur. Fund vs. BaesseXXI., 157 
People’s Mut. Ben. Society vs. 
UNI s 0.656 cacnsetcctanceces XXVI., 484 
People’s Mut. Benefit Society vs. 
PRE dvedus saves cconvedcuesmas XXII., 585 
People's Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
WE KR én dacdcnabpadpaedieanensaed XXII., 741 
People’s Mut. Ins. Fund vs. Brick- 
GS TIOR, 2c ccc cescontcveracances XXII., 554 
peegte: s Natural Gas Co. vs. Fi- 
delity Title & Trust Co........... XXI., 751 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1167 
Pepin vs. Societe St. Jean Bap- 

WURDacecs ecvecacsese s6esese XX., 862 
Perine vs. Grand Lodge of Ancient 

Order United Workmen.......... XXI., 2138 
Perine vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. 

A ee eee Ei... 73 
Perkins vs. Fish et al............. XXVII., 936 
Perpetual B. & L. Ass’n vs. U. 

S. Fidelity & Guarantee Co.XXXII., 209 
Perpoli vs. Grand Lodge of Legion 

GE Pe Pecan ccocnajastandnceas XXIV., 63 
Perrine vs. Knights Templars 

Masons’ Life Indem- 

Bite Co.e. es ¢ sabdeawdcnes »XXXIIIL, 570 
Perry vs. Bankers Life Ins. Co. 

of the City of N. Y......... XXX., 701 
Perry vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co.XXVI., 120 
Perry vs. Greenwich Ins. Co...XXXIV., 717 
Perry vs. John Hancock Mut. 

LAlO TMB. CO. ccswedsaccccces XXXV., 432 
Perry et al. vs. Cobb et al........... XXV., 481 
Perry et al. vs. Tweedy .......XXXVI., 836 
Pervanger’ vs. Union Casualty 

& Surety Co. ...... acne, 94 
Peterson vs. Des Moines Life 

MID Os occcmaninsd one “Sep 
Peterson ys. Gibson.... ooo XXXI., 684 
Peterson vs. Modern Brother- 

hood of America .........XXXIV., 193 


Petit vs. German Ins. Co........XXIX., 255 
Petitpain vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n..... eoeccees XXIX., 269 
Petrie vs. Phenix Ins. Co............ XXI., 551 
Petty vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co. 

of Des MoineS........cce..eeeXIX., 763 
Peutz vs. SIGE Fire Ins, 

Bac ancs obGaeesee . seeuccas XX., 382 
Pfeifer vs. "National Live. stock 

BEE UU icnescucccaavasasianuns saad XXV., 134 
Pfeifer vs. Supreme Lodge of 

Bohemian Slavonian Ben. 

Soe. Of TU. Bices cces cosseMaell., 4 
Phelan vs. Phelan etal...............XXI., 93 
Phelps County Farmers’ Mut. 

ns. vs. Johnston......XXXII., 227 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Bachelder.......XXI., 618 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Boyer............X XI., 409 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Charleston 

Gi a wih icse scindndodenabaee XXIV., 624 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Coomes.........X XIL., 152 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Covey......... XXIV., 305 
Phenix Inv. Ce. vs. Dungan......-.. XXII., 871 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Grimes.......... XXI., 9 
Phenix Tns. Co. vs. Hart........... XXVI., 391 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Hart........XXX., 383 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Hart........ XXX., 496 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Holcombe..XXVIII., 238 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Luce et al.XXXII., 878 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Martin........XXIV., 319 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Munger.......... XXI., 682 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Omaha Loan 

Oe PR ies in eitntecasnnsse XXIV., 189 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Pennsylvania 

iii 6c ns acsanhcstinmuvaducis icudsaie ee 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Perry. ........... XXI., 881 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Radford...XXXII., 478 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Randle...XXXII., 472 
——s Ins. _ vs.Red Bila Hora 

bts: Wied icin waskanscemananaen XXVI., 190 
iseuae Ins. ou vs. Rogers etal...XXVI., 463 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Rollins........ XXIV., 82h 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Stahl....... 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Ward......... 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Warttemberg.XXVI., 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs.Weymouth et al. X XI., 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Wilcox & 
Ce |: ee 


566 
XXVI., 632 





1168 


Phenix Ins.Co.et al.vs.Angel etal. XXVI., 722 

Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 
Arnoldy et al. 43 
coccccdeaanes 226 


Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 
Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 
hnsto: 29 
Lorenz 


Caldwell... 
-XXII., 712 
Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 
Smi eoccccs cocccccesdeahanee OSB 


Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 
Walters...... -XXIX.,1046 
-Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn et ~ 
XXX., 190 
20 


Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 


vs. Carnahan et al.......... 


Phetteplace et al. vs. British ‘. 
Foreign Marine Ins. Co......XXXL, 


Phsleddetie Underwriters’ 
Ins. Co. of North America 


et al. vs. Bigelow et al....XXXIII., 
Phillips vs. Carpenter et al 


Phillips vs. Union Cent. Life 
Ins. Sevnee 00 0q0ceembenas GOD 


Pheenix Assur. Co.vs.Allison et al.XXIV., 873 
Phenix Assur. Co.vs.Allison etal..XXVI., 461 


Phenix Assur. Co. vs. Munger 
Improved Cotton-Mach. Mfg. 


Peewee ewenee 


948 


sieseense -XXVIII., 248 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Asbury XXVI.,1024 
Pousts Ins, Co, vs. Belt aabep 


Phaniz Ins. Co. vs. Boren et al. “XXIII, 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Flemming 


80 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Greer 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Hale......XXIX., 550 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Hancock...XX VIII., 334 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. McKernan 
XXVII., 870 


Pheenix Ins, Co. vs. Minner XXVIL., 423 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Overman..XXVIII., 383 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Romeis.....XXX., 740 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Schwartz....XXXI., 714 
Pheenix Ins, Co. vs. Shearman...XXVII., 478 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Summerfield. XXII., 746 

Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Winter- 
Gmmith et UK. ccccccces ccccedeaeaVhey SOL 

Pheonix Ins. Co. of Hartford vs. 
be: XXVII., 648 


Pheenix Ins. Co. of Hartford vs. 
Gray. 


se eeee eee weeee 


Phenix Ins. Co., of Hartford, 

vs. WE nccs bcnecccocnK lsh O08 
Pheenix .Ins. Co. of Hartford, 

Conn. vs. Ireland et al.......XXIX., 190 
Phenix Mut. F. Ins. Co. vs. os 


P stabeer Deba ,Co. 

hysicians efense vs. 

3 XXXVI., 492 
64 


Brien, Ins. 
Pickett vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. Co, XXI., 
erson et al. vs. Springfield F. & 
" M., Ins, Co os XXVI., 176 
Pioneer Mfg.Co.vs. Pheonix Assur. 
Co 


Pioneer Savings & Loan Co. vs. 
near eaaeeeeen Ins. 


Savings 
Pioneet. Se Fired fdarine ena, ‘Co. XXVI., 826 
rvs. Mercantile Mutual Ac- 
ag Ass'n x 67 
Pittel et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. 
Life Ass'n cccccccccedeae Ville, 86 
Place et al. vs. St. Paul Title Ins. 


& Trust Co 
Planters’ Mut. Ins. Ass'n vs. 
Planters’ Mut. Ins. Ass'n vs. 


Savings Fund & 
ee rrr reccccnne cama abs 


ewe, 912 


Insurance Law Journal. 


veveeseXXIX,,1045, 


[Dec., 


Planters’ Mut. Ins. 
Loyd.... 


3. 
XXIX., 603 
Planters’ amt . 
Loyd.. Sa: bees 


vs. 
» XXXII, 949 
Planters’ ‘& Peo le’ s Mut. F. 
Ass’n vs. De Ch....++0+..XXX., 960 


Platt vs. tna Ins. Co XXIV., 132 


Pokrefky Pe Detroit Firemen’s 
Fund Ass’B......00 cccsccceeK& Xl, 877 
96 


Polish Roman Catholic Union vs. 
Warczak 000s cede bakes 
879 


Polk et al. vs. Mutual Reserve 
Fund Life Ass’n et al XXXIV., 


Pollock et al. vs. German Fire 

Ins. Co.. «e+e XXX., 893 
Pope vs. Glens Falls Ins. . XXXI., 336 
eS =. German Ins. 

© cecvcee ccoccccdeeease, SOT 

Porter vs. "aaodens Legion of 

EROS. 0c ccc cee coe sceetheellcs TOD 
Porter vs. Holmes ...... +++» XXXIV., 662 
Porter vs. Home Friendly SocietyXXXI., 495 
Porter vs.U.S. Life Ins. Co XXITI, 445 
Potter etal. vs. Phenix Ins. Co....XXIV., 591 


Powell vs. Mutual Ben. Life 
Ins. Co. et al..........++.e-K&VIII., 1033 
Powers’ Dry Goods Co. vs. Imperial 


Fire Ins. Co 
XXVIL., 288 
— vs. Dwelling-House Mut. Ins. 


Co.. 
Co, of 


Pratt et al. vs. Globe Mutual Life.XXVI., 176 
Pratt et al. vs. Manhattan Life 
Cc XXIV., 526 


Preferred Acc. 
Preferred Acc. 


Ins. vs. 
ovecdha VAs, 


Co. vs. 

WRI cccvee cocsces 6 segue Vas Oe 
Preferred Accident Ins. Co. vs. 

MN ih oPaare Shea oawnas had » -XXVIII., 942 
Preferred Accident Ins. Co. vs. 

Randolph, Executor 
Preferred Acc. Ins. Co. of N 

By We, vc. csascacsccnc ee, + 739 
Preferred Acc. Ins. Co. of N. 

Y. vs. Robinson.. .... ....XXXII., 614 
Preferred Accident Ins. Co. vs. 

BtOME 2c00e cccce coccccccccdalaen, 96 
Preferred Acc. Ins. Co. vs. Stone.XXX., 478 
Preferred Mut.Acc.Ase’n et al. vs. 

Cobb 59 
Presbyterian Ministers’ vest vs. 

Thomas ....... « wccccdaaan Ves O86 
President, etc., of Grand —_ 

Hydraulic ‘Co. vs. Ame 

Fire Ins. Co 
President, etc., of Ins. Co. 

North America vs. Pitts of xxv, 805 
Preston vs. Connecticut ion. 

Life Ins. Co XXXI., 401 
Preston National Bank vs.Mich- 

igan Mut. Fire Ins. Co. XXVII., 478 
Pretzfelder vs. Merchants’ Ins. 

Os. Cb Gl..cc0. waeebene +. XXVIII, 169 
Preusser vs. Supreme Hive of 

Ladies of Maccabees of _ 

World .... ... 

Preuster vs. Supreme Council o 

Order of Chosen Friends 
Prewitt, Ins. 


575 


"male 158 


xxi, 141 
Commissioner, et 
al, vs. Illinois Life Ins. Co..XXXV., 688 


Price vs. Patrons’ & Farmers’ 

Protection Co XXVIII, 192 
Price vs. Standard Life & Ac- 

cident Ins. Co »- XXXII, 959 
Prince vs. State a = Ins. 

Co. »XXXVI., 872 
. XXVIII, 138 


Pringle “et al, ve. Des "Moines 
Ins. Co. 


See ee eee ee eee ees 











1907.] 


Pritchett vs. Continental 

CON Coss sac saven XXXIII., 608 
Proctor vs. Georgia Home Ins. 

Cr avaccasdusascssebaqgunnan XXVIII., 1039 
Proctor Coal Co. vs. United 

States Fidelity & aw 

DPaccce ceosece osee cesese XXXIII., 6 
Providence County ‘Sav. Bank 

Ci. PRs. cua cen Cuce XXXIII., 829 
Providence- Washington Ins. Co. vs. 

BOUIN 8 GN di ovicnieciucdenceccs XXI., 804 
Providence-Washington Ins. Co. 

vs. Brummelkamp............. XXIII., 60 
Providence-Washington Ins. Co. 

et al. vs. Board of Education 

of Morganstown School Dist...XXX., 577 
Provident Mut. Relief Ass’n vs. 

PE 666% akvedsen eaancd XXIX., 350 
Provident Savings Life Assur. 

ee ere eae XXXI., 686 
Provident Sav. Life Assur. Soc. 

vs. Cannon. ‘ -XXXII., 522 
Provident Savings Life Assur. 

Soc. vs. Cutting, Ins. Com- 

WE se i. vs nee dee eeveees XXXI., 478 
Provident Sav. Life Assur. Soc. 

WS.. DURGRE OC Docccs cxéven XXXI., 753 
Provident Savings Life Assur. 

Soc. vs. Elliott’s Ex’r....... XXXV., 713 
Provident SavingsLifeAssur.Soc. 

vs. Llewellyn etal............. XXIII., 222 
Provident Savings Life Assur. So- 

ciety vs. Puryear’s Adm’r....XXX., 94 
Provident SavingsLifeAssur.Soc. 

WU, MOUEEIMOR so ccc caccscccaccdhee Vhs EOD 
Provident Savings Life Assur. 

Soc. vs. Taylor et al........ XXXV., 562 
Provident Sav. Life Assur. 

Soc. of N. Y. vs. Bailey...XXXIII., 652 
Provident Savings Life Assur. 

Soc. of N. Y¥. vs. Hadley..... XXIX., 998 
Provident Savings Life Assur. 

Soc. of New York = vs. 

Whayne’s AGM’? ..ccccscsece XXXV., 656 
Prudential Ins, Co. vs. Leyden’s 

GP Eccictc cvense wennes XXVIII., 174 


Prudential Ins. Co. vs. Sullivan..XXX., 948 
Prudential Ins. Co. of America 


We QUUe<s ceo secece XXIII, 418 
Prudential Ins. Co. of ‘America 

vs. Cummins’ Adm’r.......... XXVII., 637 
Prudential Ins. Co. of America 

VS. Hurn.........eeeeseeeeeReVIll., 384 
Prudential Ins. Co. of America 

Wh RA ccccce ceasndeaes XXIX., 470 
Prudential Life Ins. Co. of 

America vs. Higbee’s ‘Adm’ r..XXIX., 859 
Puls vs. Grand Lodge A. O. 

U. W. of North Dakota ..XXXIV., 296 
Parcell vs. Land Title Gebeputes 

GDicecseds cccecses essen .XXXI., 590 
Purcell vs. St. Paul Fire & Marine 

Pe Esexssctcnstansnsutsacuscéne XV., 167 
Purves vs. Insurance Co..........- .._XXI., 306 
Pythian Life Ass’n vs. Preston..... XXV., 502 
Queen Ins. Co. vs. Dearborn 

Savings, Loan & oe 

BOP Dicesd ets c0sene XXII., 190 
Queen Ins. ons vs. ens on ""xxmt, 156 
Queen Ins. Co. vs. Kline et al....... XXV., 236 
Queen Ins. Co. et al. vs. State ex 

rel. Attoney-General ....... XXIII., 166 
Queen Ins. Co. of America vs. 

WOOO GE Bhi ccces coedsestcce XXX., 361 
Queen of Arkansas Ins. Co. vs. 

Cooper-Cryer Co. ....-..0- XXXVI., 159 
QUI VE: CONG sin ccccecittdenc sec XXVI., 367 
Quigley etal. vs. St. Paul Title 

Insurance and Trust Co....... XXIV., 339 


VoL. XXXVI.—74. 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1169 
Quigley et al. vs. St. Paul Title 
nsurance & Trust Co........... XXV., 389 
Quinlan vs. Providence-Washing- 
RE RII Svndadeccoupeswtsinsaus XXI., 650 
Quinlan vs. Providence-Washing- 
es Ui wenncanbacdvaduceunan XXVI., 637 


Quinn vs. Supreme Council, Cath- 
olic Knights of America et al..XXVI., 988 
Quinn et al. vs. Fire Ass’n of 
Philadelphia et al...........2 
Quinsigamond Lake Steamboat 
Co. vs. Insurance Cos...... 
Quinsigamond Lake Steamboat 
Co. vs. Phenix Ins. Co.— 
Same vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 
Hartford..... oe eecckK mee, 200 
Ragley Lumber Co. vs. Insurance 
Company of North America..XXXV., 767 
Rahr et al. vs. Manchester Fire 
MOE OK is cingsanundictcveannous 
Railway Passengers & Freight 
Conductors’ Mut. Aid & Bene- 


XXI., 460 


XXVIII., 211 


XXV., 750 


fit Ass’n vs. Loomis. ............ XXII., 18 
Railway & Passengers Freight 

Conductors’ Mutual Ai 

Benefit Ass’n vs. Robinson....XXIII., 79 
Railway Official & Employees 

Acc. Ass’n vs. Johnson....... XXX., 259 
R’way Officials’ & Employees’ 

Ace. Ass’n vs. Drummond..XXVIII., 382 
Rainer et ux. vs. Schulte ...... XXXVI.,1052 
Rainger vs. Boston Mut.Life Ass’n.XXVI., 188 
Ramspeck vs. Pattillo......... XXVIII., 91 
Rand et al. vs. Provident Savings 

Life Assur. Society.............XXVI., 926 
Page vs. Teutonia Fire Ins. 

cud anced xavdanikaneceureane ace XXV., 713 
euneian et al. vs. New York 

pe Se eee x +» 96 
Rau, Eugene, vs. Westchester 

FG. FS Gi cetuvictccnccvs XVIII., 182 
Rauch vs. Michigan Millers’ Mut. 

Pie TA Gee voce «tives, wade XXXI., 799 
Rauen vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 

CE BATE ccc ccesccccouns XXXV., 288 
Ray vs. Security Trust & Life 

WO GQiowcks keescvscdcsasecccase Gee 
Rayburn vs. Pennsylvania Cas- 

es ee ee ee XXIV., 711 
Raymond et al. vs. Hartford Fire 

Fae. Ga. 6B: Giscccsse esceve XXI., 684 
Reading Ins. Co. vs. Egelhoff 

(American Ins. Co. of North 

America et al., Interveners)..XXXI., 775 
Rebman vs. General Accident 

Wi ONE sh don ncnined ccedene XXXVI., 653 
Reck vs. Hatboro Mut.Live-stock 

& Protective Ins. Co........... XXIV., 124 
Reck vs. Phoenix Ins. Co.........-. XXVI., 174 
Redmond vs. Industrial Benefit 

TE cca oc insncinnnsiamecadeh<sct XXVI., 812 
Redner vs. New York Fire Ins. 

CR OB Giiiccic: akon <4 XIII., 780 
Reed vs. Bankers’ Union of the 

WOME Steceas gaa cie vou XXXVI., 288 
—_ ne Equitable Fire «& Marine 

i Diivceee vinncndcncnstanesevcecen XXI., $21 
me vs. Travelers Ins. Co.. XXX. 644 
Reed vs. Union Cent. Life Ins. 

Ceca Uevnesce, caveund - XIX., 653 
Reed et ‘al. vs. Ancient Order og 

Cee TA GGNickcs. svcecn cd XXXI., 889 
Reed et al. vs. Fidelity & Cas- 

WAY Gh OE We. Re cccccsves XXVIIL, 364 
Reese vs. vay Mut. Life 

BORG. cia sencevos seeeeee ce Rl, 1061 
Reichenbach vs. Ellerbee Waiwdudnead XXII., 764 
Reilly vs. Chicago Guaranty 

Fund Life Society...... +» XXVIII., 248 





1170 


Merchants’ Life 
XXXI., 675 

Reliance Lumber Co. vs. Brown.....X XI., 794 
Reliance Marine Ins. Co., Ltd, 

vs. New York & C. Mail S. 8. 

Co, et al.—New York & 

Mail 8. 8. Co. et al. vs. fell 

ance Marine Ins WUo., Ltd.. 
Eee Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Sawyer 


eeepers vs. 


-XXVII., 3 


XXIII., 793 
Remmel va. Griffin XXXVI., 406 


Renner et al. vs. Supreme jase», 
Bohemian Slavonian Benetit 


Rens vs. Northwestern Mut. 
Relief Ass’n .. XXVII., 836 
Replogle vs. American Ins.Co. ‘etal. XXII., 815 
Reppond vs. National Life Ins. 
Co. of America 535 
Republic Life Ins. Co. vs. Swigert 
Auditor, et al 


Reserve Loan Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Hickett 


XXXVIL., 
XXVI., 266 


» XXXIV., 478 
Ressler et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. 
Life Ins. Co -XXXIL, 977 


Reyer vs. Odd Fellows’ Fraternal 
Ass’n of America XXII., 718 
oe vs. Atlas Accident Ins. 
XXVI., 778 
nena vs. London & Lanca- 
shire Fire Ins. Co. et al......XXIX., 380 
Reynolds vs. Supreme Council 
Royal Arcanum » - XXXV., 673 
Rheims vs. Standard Fire Ins. Co. XXIV., 253 


Rhode vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 
Co XXI,, 249 


vs. Metropolitan en 


473 


Rhode Island Underwriters’ Ass'n 
vs. Monarch 


Rice et al. vs. Smith 
Richard vs. Springfield F. 
M. Ins. a . 


Richards vs. Co.—Same 
vs. American 1 ‘ire Brick & 
Clay Co o eece sesdbeeeeell., S85 


Richards vs. Maine Benefit Ass’n.XXII., 865 
Richards vs. Travelers Ins. Co....XXVI., 636 
Richards vs. Travelers Ins. Co.XXXIII., 880 


ar. ~wonen vs. Mutual Life Ins. 
phuches ceed 9 busescecseesccesesscainy GOOG 
--XXVI., 542 

Richmond vs. Assur. Cos.... --XXV., 354 
Richter vs. Harper. 


XXII., 716 
Richter vs. Supreme Lodge 

Knights of Pythias..... ....XXXI., 1060 
Rickeman vs. Williamsburgh 

City Fire Ins. Co. et — 513 
Riddick vs. Farmers’ 

Ass’n.... . 480 
Riegel vs. ‘American Lite Ins. Co..XXII., 277 
Rife vs. Union Central Life Ins. 

Co.. XX., 244 
Riggs va. ‘Home ‘Mut. Fire Protec. _ 

tion A XXXI., 200 
Riley vs. Riley et al................XXVI., 118 
Rines vs. German Ins. Co. of 

Freeport, Tl XXIX., 183 
Rinker vs. AStna Life Ins. Co. 

of Hartford 


Rissler 
Ins. 


vs. 
* xxvitt., 615 


--XXVII., 647 
, 804 
XXIV., 706 


Ritter vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
of New York (Miscellany). . 
Ritter vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 

of New York 
nie, eae. vs. Mutual Life 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


Robbins vs. Springfield Fire & 
Marine Ins. Co 


Roberts vs. 
Co. 


XXV., 652 


45 
91 


68 


Life Ins. 
eee -XXXIV., 
Roberts vs. Winton. Ceccceccces XXVIIL., 


Roberts et al. vs. Northwestern 
National Ins. Co 


Robinson vs. Adtna Ins. Co..... 


Kobinson vs. _ Baletine Ins. 
Limited. 


tna 


207 


Robinson vs. Pennsylvania Ins.Co.XXV., 56 


Robinson vs. Templar Lodge of 
Odd Fellows. XXIII., 480 


Robinson et al. vs. tna Ins. Co..XXVI., 823 


Robinson, executor, vs. North 
British & Mercantile Ins. Co.XXIX., 96 


Robison et al. vs. Ohio Farmers’ 
Ins. Co XXII., 798 
945 


Robson et al. vs. United Order 
of Foresters .........+..+e-XXXIIL, 
, 726 


Rochester German Ins. Co. vs. 
Schmidt et al. ..........0.. XXXVI. 


Rochester Loan & Banking Co. 
et al. vs. Liberty Ins. Co XXIV., 655 


Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Farmers’ 

State Bank XXII., 389 
meegeere Ins. Co. vs. Rogers and al 
XXVI., 785 
808 


191 


Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Winfield. .... 


Rogers vs. Aetna Ins. Co. of 
Hartford. vevcecscoedhan’ bales 


Rohloff vs. Aid Ass’n for Lu- 
THErANS, GEC. 2.0 cccccsscccce XXXVI., 


Rollins vs. McHatton 


Roloff et al. vs. Farmers’ Home 
Mut. TO8.. Ob, coccecccccnce XXXVI., 


Rome Grocery Co. vs. Greenwich 
Ins. Co oe cccccecedhabdanes T6E 
634 


864 
384 


eeeeeee 


325 


Ronald vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ins. Ass’n 
one vs. en me. 


cece ones oeee XXIL., 
ucuehin et al. vs. Dent et ‘al. xaxn. 
Rorick vs. Railway Officials’ & 
Employees’ Acc. Ass’n.....XXXIIL., 
Rosebud Mining & Milling Co. vs. ° 
Western Assur. Co x 
Rosenberg et al. vs. Fireman’s 
Fund Ins. ype 


Rosenthal Clothing & Dry 
Goods Co. vs. Scottish 
Union & National Ins. Co..XXXIII., 
Ross vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co 
Ross vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co. 
Rossiter vs. Aitna Life Ins. Co 
Rothcock vs. Dwelling-House 
Ins. C x 
Rottier vs. German Ins. Co......XXX., 
Rounsaville et al. vs. North 
Carolina Home Fire Ins. 
Co. 694 


Rovinsky vs. “Northern Assur. 
Co.—Same vs. Fire Ins. Co. 
of County of Philadelphia. -XXXIV., 


Royal Circle vs. Achterrath..XXXIII., 


nae sepaaneens vs. Scoville 
et al.... eoce cocccdmamlles 


Royal Ins. Co. vs. Clark 


Royal Ins. Co. vs. Vanderbilt 
Ins. Co xx 


Royal Ins. Co. vs. Wight et al.. 
Royal panes of America vs. 


800 
20 


168 
836 


» 910 
-.-XXIII., 710 


XXI., 447 
XXIV., 450 

vs. Fidelity 

ebeuveceenes XXXVI.,1056 


eeeee 


Royal Neighbors of America vs. 
Wallace x 

Royle Mining Co. 
& Casualty Co. 





1907.] 


Rudd vs. American Guarantee 
Fund Mut. Fire Ins. Co 


Ruffner Bros. vs. Dutchess eee 
Co. 


XXXV., 948 
+, 590 


72 
80 


Rundell & Hough vs. 
Fire Ins. \ 


Rundle et al. vs. Kennan 
Runkel vs. Lloyd Plate Glass Ins. 
Co 


Runkle et al. vs. Hartford Ins.Co.XXVI., 320 


Rupert vs. Supreme Court U. 
O. vw. : +, 824 


Rushton Peabody vs. Saterlee & 
Co. Attorneys for the Under- 
writers of the Lloyds of N. 
Y. City..... Cae eesenece nese XXX., 384 


Russ et al. vs. Supreme Coun- 
cil Amer. Legion of Honor..XXXII., 


Russell vs. German Fire Ins. 
Co. -XXXVI1. 


Russell vs. Manufacturers’ & Build. 
ers’ Fire Ins. Co. 


Russell vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 
of America..... oo tas wes XXXIIL., 


Russell et al. vs. Fidelity Fire 
Ins. Co 

Rustin vs. Standard Life & Ac- 
cident Ins. Co oo 

Rutherford vs. Prudential Ins. 
Co. of America 


Ruthven et al. vs. American Fire 
Ins. Co 


Ruthven et al. vs. American Fire 
Ins. Co XXVII., 593 


Ryan vs. Agricultural Ins, Co..XXXIV., 472 


Ryan vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ins. Co 


Ryan vs. Rockford Ins. Co. 
Ryan vs. Rothweiler et al 
Rylander et al. vs. Allen 
Rynalski vs. Ins.Co.of State of Pa.X XIIL., 
Sabin vs. Phinney et al XXII., 478 
Sabin pa Senate of the National 


896 
» 481 
XXI., 944 
168 
XXII., 533 
997 
374 
, 266 


XXI., 853 
London & enema 

Fire Tos. Co 

Clement vs. 

Jacques Cartier... 

Johns in re Central Railroad 

Co. of N. J 

Landry Wholesale Mercan- 

tile Co., Ltd., vs. New 

Hampshire Fire Ins. Co. 

of Manchester, N. H. .....XXXIV., 699 

Louis A. & T. Ry. Co. vs. Fire 

Ass’n of Philadelphia et al XXII., 567 

Louis, I. M. & 8. Railway Co. 

va. Commercial Union Ins. Co.XXVI., 363 

Onge vs. Westchester Fire 

Ins. Co XXVI.,1017 

Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 

we. Kelley e€ Gh. cscsees cove 

Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 

va. Kidd et al 

Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. 

Parsons 

a Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. 


Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. et al. 
vs. Brunswick Grocery Co....XXX., 959 
Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 
et al. vs. Gotthelf 
Paul Fire & Marine Ins. 
Co. of St. Paul, Minn., vs. 
CGE cicense tccnde evs SMER EEE ey 
Paul Title Insurance & Trust 
Co. vs. Johnson et al 
Sample vs. London & Lancashire 

Se RE cdenscstendcccansdes XXV., 576 
Samson’s Estate ..............XXXVI., 959 


8t. 


XXI., 94 


St. 
X., 189 
St. 


St. 
Bt. 
St. 
St. 
St. 


St. 
XI., 72 


XXI., 190 


8t. 
8t. 
St. 
34 
St. 


827 
St. 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1171 


Sanders vs. Frankfort Marine, 
Accident & Plate Glass 
Tee: CO, Gb Bhi cease dees y XXXIIL., 


Sanford vs. Orient Ins. Co....... 
Sargent vs. Central Acc. Ins. Co.XXXI., 


Sargent et al. vs. Supreme Lodge 
nights of Honor et al 


XXII., 545 
Sater vs. sonny County Farmers’ 
Mut. Fire Ins. Co.. .-XXIV., 220 


Satterlee vs. Modern Brotherhood 
Of - RAR oc taeedicae Pr > > 4. ae 


Saunders vs. Agricultural Ins. 
Co. of Watertown... 


Saunders vs. Armstrong... 
Savage vs. Phenix Ins. Co 


Sangean : et al. vs. China Mutual 
ns 


Schaefer’s Estate 
Schaeffer vs. Anchor Mut. 
Ins. C 
Schaefer vs. Anchor Mut. Fire 
Ins. Co. .. 
Schardt vs. Scharatyt al 
Schauer vs. Queen Ins. Co 
Schenck vs. Louisiana Benevo- 
lent & Protective Ass'n 
Schilansky vs. Merchants 
Manufacturers’ Ins, Co 
Schmaelzle vs. London & L. 
fire Ins. Co. et al XXXIIL., 
Schmertz vs. United ae _— 
Ins. Co 
Schmidt vs. , American Mutual 
Ace. A XXVII., 212 
Schmidt vs. German Mut. Ins. Co.. XXI., 997 
Schmidt we. Hawer ......ccc00. XXXVI., 576 


Schmidt vs. Modern Woodmen of 


Schmidt vs. Northern Life Ass’n.XXX., 261 
Schmidt vs. Fame Un- 
derwriters... ... . XXXII, 
Schmidt vs. Supreme Tent 
Knights of Maccabees of the 
World 


584 
256 


XXXIII., 977 
XXVII., 742 
XXVI., 367 


XXIV., 399 
& 
--XXXIII, 93 
632 


XXII., 129 


eee 


531 


XXI., 426 © 


School Dist. No. 116 of Minnehaha 

Co. vs. German Ins. Co. of 
122 
541 
338 


241 


Schouweiler et al. vs. Merchants’ 
Mut. Ins. Ass’n XXVIII., 


eee 


Senroeder vs. Farmers’ Mut. Fire 
(ns. Co XXI., 1020 
Schroeder vs. Springfield Fire & 

Marine Ins. Co XXVII., 150 
Schultz vs. Caledonian Ins. Co....XXVI., 927 
Schultz et al. vs. Citizens’ Mutual 

Life Ins. Co 
Schuyler et al. vs. Phoenix Ins. Co.XXII., 150 
Schwahn et al. vs. Michigan Fire 

& Marine Ins. Co 
Schwartzschild & Sulzberger Co. 

vs. Phoenix Ins. C 


Scofield’s Adm’x vs, Metropoli- 
tan Life Ins. Co. 


Scott vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ass’n 


Scott vs. Security Fire Ins. Co 
—o- Union & National Ins. 


le eee eeeree 


vs. Andrews » Mat- 
--XXXV., 37 
Scottish U.& N.Ins.Co.vs. .BouldenXXIL., 188 
Scottish Union & National Ins. 
Co. vs. Bowland et al......XXXIV., 479 
Scottish Union & National Ins.Co. 


XXII., 442 





1172 


Scottish Union & National Ins. 
Co. vs. Dangaix XXVI., 305 

Scottish Union & National Ins. 
Co. vs. Enslie..... 

Scottish Union & National Ins. 
Co. vs. Hagan et al... 

Scottish Union & National Ins. 
Co. vs. Keene 

Scottish Union & National Ins. 
Co. vs. XXXIIL, 

Scow vs. Supren:e Council of 
Royal League 

Screwmen’s Benevolent Ass'n vs. 
Whitridge.... 

Sea Ins. Co. vs. Jobnson..... eee 

Seal vs. Farmers’ & Merchants’ 

’ Ins. C Sevaenthaedaneg: S08 


XXX., 179 
XXVI., 963 
766 


876 
590 


Seamans, Receiver of Wisconsin 
Mutual Fire Ins. Co.,vs. Zim- 
merman 

Sears vs. Grand Lodge sommes 
Order of United Workmen.. 

Secrest vs. erage Fire Ins. 
Ce 


XXIII., 720 
. XXIX.,1049 


XXXIIL., 
Security Co. vs. Panhandle Na- 

tional Bank.........++-+. 
Security Ins. Co. vs. Kubn.. 


Securit Mut. Ins. vs. 
as Dery . REVEL, 161 


Security Mut. -— ‘Co. vs. J. E. 
wea Be OD. accccccesees XXXVI1., 53 
Co. vs. 
pesensccee XXXV., 304 
eae Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Webb et al ose. 06606esmeanmeny Gee 


Seehorn vs. Supreme Council . 
Catholic Knights of America.XXXI., 877 


al Manhattan Life Ins. 
pric “Senior - -XXXII., 972 


Seely Manhattan Life "Tus. 
Co. ..-XXXIV., 1025 
Seibel vs. Lebanon Mut. Ins. Co.XXIX., 838 


Seibert Bros. & Co. vs. Insur- 
ance Companies 


Seiders vs. Merchants’ 
Ass’n of the U 


Sellers et al. vs. Commercial Fire 
Ins. Co 


Sengfelder vs. Mutual Life Ins.Co.XXIII., 469 


Senor et al. vs. Western Mil- 
lers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co....XXXIIL., 


Sergent - Liverpool & London 
: & Globe Go. XXVIII., 


Sexton vs. National Life Ins. Co.XXXVI. 


Seymour vs. Chicago Guaranty 
Fund Life Co 


, 787 
Shackelford vs.Supreme Conclave 
Knights of Damon XXVI., 561 


Shackelford & Dickey vs. Indem- . 
nity FF. Ine. C0...ccccccvecs XXXV. 


Shackett et al. vs. People’s Muv. 
Ben. ieee texasee-saedva ashore 153 


Shaffer vs. Spangler , 468 


Shanahan vs. Metropolitan Life 
Ins. Ci 79 
Shanberg vs. 
ualty Co. 
Shapiro vs. Western Home Ins.Co.XXIL., 
ae vs. Washington Life 


704 


-XXIX., 768 
[XXXIL, 374 


vs. 


XXXYV., 384 
97 


455 


59 
, 861 


, 398 


Fidelity & Cas- 

310 
XXIX., 738 
757 
906 


shar an Commercial Travelers’ 
ut. Acc. Ass’n of America... X XIII., 


mS vs. Scottish Union & Na- 
tional Ins, Co 

Sharpe vs. New York Life =. 
Co. oa ‘ 989 


Shaw vs. Ex uitable “Mut. Acei- 
! 672 


dent A 
Shaw vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co. XXIII., 228 
283 


Shawnee Fire Ins. Co. vs. Knerr.XXXV., 


XXXI., 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[ Dec.,. 


Shea vs.Massachusetts Ben.Ass’nX XIII., 214 

Sheanon vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins.Co.XXII., 321 

Shedden vs. Heard..............XXIX., 671 

Sheets vs. Sheets XXIII., 560 

Shelden vs. National Masonic 
Accident Ass’n 

Sherman vs. Harbin et al.....XXXIII., 


Sherry et ux vs.Operative ae 

ers’ Mutual Union 
Shevlin vs. American 

Accident Asa’n.................XXVI., 734 
Shirts vs. Phoenix Accident & 

Sick Benefit Ass’n of Ben- 

ton ecccccccem&KlV., 96 
Shoaf et al. vs. Palatine Ins. Co.XXX., 276 


Shoemaker vs. Commercial Union 
Assur. Co. 


Shove vs. Shove 
Shumaker vs. Security Life 
Annuity Co. of America ... 


Shuman vs. Supreme 
Knights of Honor. 
Shute vs. 


960- 


-XXXVI., 
Lodge 


864 


ee Fire Assur. 
1 peimesee XXIX., 821 
Shyrock vs. Shyrock. pkéaninwansesld XXVIIL., 286 


— vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 


Siegle vs. 


» 615 
764 


XXIII., 334 
Silva et ux. vs.Supreme Council of 
Portuguese U nion ofCal.( Dutra, 
Intervener) 
Simmons vs. Western Travelers’ 
MOE DOOR oe ccsciesscs XXNXVI., 
Simons vs. Iowa State Traveling 
Men’s Ass’ 
Simons vs. Sup. Council 
American Legion of Honor. XXXIIIL., 
Simpson vs. Life Ins. Co. of Va 
Simpson vs. Prudential Ins. 
Co. Of America. ..ci.cocees XXXIII., 
Sims vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co. 
of Town of La Prairie.....XXVIIL., 
Singleton vs. Progressive Benefit 
BMD vovvcscvas ons 000000 6dbaeae kes MOND 
Singleton et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co..XXI., 
Sisk vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co 
Sisk vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co 
Skelton vs. Commonwealth 
Skinner & Sons’ Shipbuilding, 
ete., Co. vs. Houghton 
Slater vs. Capital Ins. Co..... .....XXIV., 174 
Slinkard vs. Manchester Fire 
Assur. XXVIIL., 
Slobodisky vs. Phcenix Fire Ins. 
Co. of Hartford 
Sloman etal.vs. Mercantile Credit 
APRON OOD 65 snd ccvuscessricdaceO Rey 


Smaldone vs. President, etc., of 
Insurance of 
America 


Small vs. Westchester Fire Ins.Co.XXII., 660 
Small et al. vs. Jose et al 39 
Smith vs. AStna Life Ins. Co.....XXIX., 96 
Smith vs. Aitna Life Ins. Co...XXXI., 236 
Smith vs, Attna Life Ins. Co..XXXIII., 410 
Smith vs. California Ins. Co XXVI, 631 
Smith vs. Continental Ins. Co..XXVIII., 534 
Smith vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins, 

Amge’n Of GeOrgiA.cce cosicces Za 
Mamlth: 90. Thar. 4t Glocsccccccces 
Smith vs. Hopkins et al 
— vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


Phenix Ins. Co. of 
Brooklyn. co sed aell., 
Silk vs Mutual Reserve Fund 


65 
865. 
XXVII., 438 


670 
XXIV., 235- 


116 
381 


eoee XXXV., 479 


987 


665 


XXVII., 414 
saan vs. Mutual ane = 


Ins. eeeee cove --XXXIL, 977 





1907.] 


Smith vs. Mutual Ben. Life Ins. 

CO.ces cate sbbiodeceueaneens 
‘Smith vs. New England Mut. 

Life Ins. Co 
Smith vs. Northwestern ae 

Life Ins. sccescebendaeenes 
Smith vs. Northwestern Nat. 

Life Ins. Co. of Minneapo- 

lis, Minn. acesdbahaeh Vey Bae 


XXV., 444 


592 


61 


—* vs. peng 8 Mut. Live-stock 


Smith vs. Sane Masonic Mut. 

Accident Ass’n 
Smith vs. Preferred Mut. Acc. 

XXIV., 637 

‘Smith vs. Provident Saving Life 

REED COE vc cccssncdcccessxct XXIV., 502 
Smith vs. St. Paul Fire & Ma- 

rine Ins. Co »XXVIII., 371 
Smith vs. Union Ins. Co. et al.XXXII., 1000 
Shields vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

Soc. of U. S. et al........+..RRIX., 122 
Shipman vs. Suaseetet Home 

Circle.... .XXXIL., 
Smith, Adm'ré,v 8. ‘German. ‘Amer- 

ican Ins. Co 


Smith, Count 
man Ins. 


XXI.,1035 


705 


‘Smith et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Smith et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co 
Smith et al. vs. Pinch et al.........XXVI., 353 
Smith et al. vs. Sovereign 
Camp of Woodmen of the 
World 
Smith, Ins.Com.,vs.MaineMutual 
Accident Ass’n (Burrill, In- 
tervener) XXIV., 879 
Smith, Insurance Commissioner, 
vs. National Credit Ins. Co... XXIX., 191 
Smith, Ins. Commissioner, et al. vs. 
National Credit Ins. Co. et al. .. 
Smith, Ins. Commissioner, et al. 
vs. National Credit Ins. Co. 


97 


XXV., 842 


, 964 
Smith & Dove Mfg. 
Travelers Ins, * XXVIII., 1040 


Smith & Wallace Co. vs. Prus- 
sian Nat. Ins. Co 


Smouse vs. Iowa State Travel- 
ing Men’s Ass'n... 


oe vs. Dwelling-House Ins. 
) 


XXXII., 559 


XXXII, 173 


XXVI., 905 


Sofge et al. vs. Supreme Lodge 
nights of Honor et al. 


Soli vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co 
American Guild....XXXVI., 


Continental Fire 
oo XRIX., 103 


Solomon vs. 


Solomon _ vs. 
Ins. 
Soorholtz vs. Marshall County 
Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co.. 


South Bend Toy Manuf'g Co. vs. 
Dakota Fire & Marine Ins. Co.. “XXL. 919 


Southern Fire Ins. Co. vs. Knight.XXIX.,1044 
Southern Home Building & Loan 
Ass’n vs. Home Ins.Co. of N.O. XXVI., 524 
Southern Ins. Co. vs. Estes et al.XXX., 637 
Southern Ins. Co. vs. Hannah..XXXIV., 225 
Southern Ins. Co. vs. Parker 
Southern Ins. Co. vs. Stewart..XXXI., 
Southern Ins. Co. vs. White XXIV., 
Southern Ins. Co. of New Orleans 
vs. Wolverton Hardware Co.etalXXI., 671 
Southern Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Hud- 
soccesK&& ke, 738 
Southern Mutual Ins. Co. vs. 
Turnly et al 57 
XXI., 865 


960 


-XXIX., 173 


47 


Southwestern Mut. Ben. Ass’n. vs. 
Swenson 


Index of Cases Reported. 


Sovereign Cam 


1173 


Woodmen of the 
World vs. Burgess... .... ..XXXI., 976 


Sovereign Camp, Woodmen of 
the World vs. Dismukes...XXXIV., 768 
eee RXXI., 1055 


Sovereign Camp Woodmen of the 

World vs. Thornton... 
Sovereign Camp of Woodmen of 

the World vs. Grandon.. ...XXXI., 
Sovereign Camp of Woodmen of 


the World vs. Woodruff... ..XXXI., 685 
Spalding vs. — Hampshire Fire 

Ins. Co coe coccceK&Kl., 1045 
Spalding etal. ve. Miller XXVII., 741 


“Sparkman vs. Supreme Council 
American Legion of Honor.....X XIX.,1047 


—- vs. Dwelling-House Ins. 


494 


ae vs. Boston Relief Ass’n et 
el. XXXVI, 


Speiser et al. vs. Phoenix Mut. 
Life Ins. C 


Spengler vs. Spengler.........XXXIIIL., 
Spies vs. Greenwich Ins. Co. 
oning ye Chautauqua Mut. Life 


XXVI., 636 
Springheld F. $ M. Ins. Co. vs. 
Cannon et al XXVII., 839 
Springfleld F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 
Fowler et al........ ssscseesK&Sl., 908 
46 


Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 
Payne et al 
80 
818 


Springfield F. & M. vs. Phillips... XXIV., 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 
Wade 
760 
118 


768 


96 


Springfield Steam Laundry Co. 
et al. vs. Traders’ tase Co..XXVIII., 
Sproul vs. Western Assur. Co...XXVIII., 
Spruill vs. Northwestern Mutual 
Life Ins. Co 
Squier vs. Hanover Fire Ins. Co. _XXIX., 575 
Staats vs. Cuma Home Ins. 
Co. -XXXIV., 670 


. eeeeee 


Stahl vs. “@rand ‘tedes A. O. U. 

Ww. . XXXVI, 
Stambler vs. Order of Pente. _.XXVI, 
Standard Life & Accident Co. vs 

Board of Assessors of Detroit. XXIL., 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. 

Co. vs. Davis 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. 

Co. vs. Holloway.. XXXII, 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 

vs. Jones 
Standard Life & Accident Ins.Co. 

vs. Langston 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 

vs. Lauderdale 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 


192 
170 


639 
XXVII., 898 
548 


Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 
vs. Randolph, Executor 
Standard Life & Acc. Ins. Co. vs. 

Schmaltz. ccccces me, 477 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 

vs. Thomas et al 
Standard, Life & Accident Ins. 

Co. vs.Ward 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. 

Co. of Detroit vs. Carroll XXVII., 743 
Standard Loan & Accident Ins. 

Co. vs. Thornton XXVII., 129 
Standard Oil Co. vs. Fidelity & 

Casualty Co.. sooee XXVIII, 
Star Fire Ins. Co. vs. Chas. E. 

Ring ons “XXXVI, 
Starr vs. Adtna Life Ins. Co.. 
Starr vs. tna Life Ins. Co....XXXVI., 408 
Starr vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 

OB NM. Zu. ccccccccccscsccccccedaean Vey 188 


656 


449 
«+» XXXV., 140 





1174 


State vs. Atna Fire Ins. Co...XXVIII., 671 
State vs. Bankers’ Union of en 


the World esas . XXXIII., 
State ws. Fraternal Knights & 

Ladies ° 984 

574 

of North America ........XXXIII., 958 
State vs. Lancashire Fire Ins. 

Co XXVIII., 605 


xXXXIIlI., 
State vs. Insurance Co. of 

North America ........ +++ XXXIII., 
State vs. Insurance oetns y 


State (Metropolitan Ins. 
prosecutor) vs. Mayor, etc., 
of City of Newark .........XXVII., 889 
State vs. Moore...............-XXVIII., 93 
oats, vs. National Acc. Society 
State vs. Phipps etal 
State vs. Pittsburg, 
nati, Chicago 
Louis Railway Co... 
State vs. Stone 
State vs. Taylor 
State vs. Wheeler. 
State vs. Williams XXIII., 609 
State Board of Tax Commission- 
ers vs. Holliday et al i XXVII., 97 
State ex rel. Att’y-Gen’l,vs. Ins. Co..XXI., 673 
State ex rel. Cincinnati Life 
Ass’n Assignee vs. Matthews 
Superintendent.... coe 
State ex rel. Clapp, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, vs. EducationalEndowment 
Association XI., 561 
State ex rel. Clapp, Attorney-Gen- 
man vs. Federal InvestmentCo.XXI., 226 
State ex rel. Crow, Att’y Gen., 
vs. Insurance 
State ex rel. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. 
vs. Moore, Auditor 
State ex rel. Fidelity & Casu- 
alty Co. vs. Fricke, Comm..XXVIII., 184 
State ex rel. Great Camp 
Knights of Modern Macca- 
bees vs. Vorys 
State ex rel. Hart vs. 
mercial Ins. Co 
wr ex rel. Kinder vs. Eagle Ins. 


State ex rel. Mechanics’ & Traders’ 
Ins. Co. vs. Board of Assessors 
etal XXV., 147 
State ex rel. Metropolitan Plate 
Glass Ins. Co. vs. Fricke, 
Commissioner..... XXVIII., 184 
State ex rel. National Life Ass’n 
vs. Matthews, State Superin- 
tendent of Insurance.—State 
ex rel. Home Mut. Life Ins. 
Co. vs. Same 
State ex rel. Physicians’ 
fense vs. Laylin 


State ex rel. Richards, Att'y- -Gen 
vs. Mfrs. Mut. Fire Ass’n 


State ex rel. Richards, Att'y-Gen’l, 
vs. Richardson 


+ XXVIII., 793 


Cincin- 
d 


St. 
eeeee XXXII, 672 
XXIII., 193 
XXIII., 79 


XX., 766 


191 
868 


XX'VII., 614 
De- 
+ - XXXV., 239 


State ex rel. 
Gen., 8. 
G 


State Ins. 
Iowa, vs, Hale. 


State Ins. Co. of Des Moines vs. 
ffels 


a of Des Moines, 


.- XXXII, 841 


XXII., 160 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec.,. 


State Ins. Co. of Des Moines, 
Iowa, vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. 
Co. of Nebraska...... ...+..XXXI., 


State Investment & Ins. Co. vs. 
Superior Court. 


State Life Ins. Co. vs. Harvey. .XXXIV., 


State Mutual Fire Ins. Ass’p vs. 
Brinkley Stave & Heading Co. xXXV., 


we = Louisiana vs. Williams 


761 


Ins. Co.. 
Stauffer vs. Penn. Mut. Fire Ins. 

Ass'n of Lancaster Co 
Steamship Samana ‘Co., Limited, 

vs. all © 660s0sccomsenins 
Steel vs. Phenix Ins. Co ° 
Steel vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of Bklyn.X XII., 
Steele vs. Catlin.... ...... ...-XXXI., 1071 
Steele vs. German Ins. Co XXII., 377 
Stehlick vs. Mechanics’ Ins. Co..XXIII., 547 
—- vs. Diepenbrock ef 

XXVIII., 

Steinert” vs. United  Brother- 

hood 


of Carpenters & : 
Joiners of America... ....XXXIIL., 


Steinhausen vs. The Preferred 
Mut. Acc. Ass’n 


Steinle vs.New York Life Ins.Co.XXVII., 174 
Steinmeyer et al. vs. DO 


286 


767 


err re XXXI., 881 
Stemmer vs. Scottish Union & 

National Ins. Co. et al XXVII., 972° 
Stensgaard vs. St. Paul Real Estate 

Title Ins. Co 
Stephens vs. Capital Ins. Co. 

Stephens vs. Pennsylvania 

Casualty Co..... 

Stephens vs. Railwa 
mployes’ Acc. 
Stephens vs. Springfield F. & 

M. Ins. Co. ep BE8 
Stephens vs. Union Assur. Soc...XXVII., 165 
Stepp vs. National Life & Maturity 

Association XXIII., 103 
Steppe vs. Alter and O’ Rourke XXV., 160 
Sterling vs. Head Camp, Pa- 

cific Jurisdiction, |Wood- 

men of the World ........XXXIV., 
Sterling Fire Ins. Co. vs. Beffrey... 
Sternaman vs. Metropolitan Life 

Fes, OOe..ccccss 
Sternberg 
Stevens vs. 

Co 


-XXXIIL, 
Officials’ & 
XXVI., 540 


180 


576 
-XXIL, 274 


seccee coccemm ele, 276 


vs. 
Germania Life Ins. 


Stevens vs. Norw ich Union Fire 

ERB, GO. cccccccvcese eeesvcee Mk AVI,, 176 
Stevens vs. Queen Ins. Co 
Stever vs. People’s Mut. Accident 


Stewart vs. Grand Lodge A 
of United Workmen 


Ins. Co 
Stewart vs. Union Mut. Life Ins. 

Co XXVIL., 698 
Stickley vs. Mobile Ins. Co XXII., 768 
Stinchcombe vs. New York 

Life Ins. Co. ..........0eKKSIV., 55S 
Stockley vs. Benedict et al......XXX., 414 
Stockley vs. Thomas et al......XXVIII., 768 


aon Combined Harvester 
& Agricultural Works vs. 
Glens Falls Ins. Co. of N. Y..XXVII., 983 
Stockton Combined Harvester 
& Agricultural Works et al. 
vs. American Fire Ins. Co....XXVII.,100° 





1907.] 


Stoddard vs. Gunbetige Mut. 

Fire Ins. Co.. 205.900 0aneenene 
Stoelker vs. Thornton et al XXVI., 174 
Stohr vs. fn Francisco Musical 

Fund 8: XXVI., 269 


Stoll vs. Mutual Ben. Life Ins. 
Co 144 


Stone vs. Granite § State Fire 
Ins. Co 


Stone vs. N. J. & H. R. Rail- 
way & Ferry Co. ..........XXXVI. 


Stork vs. Supreme Lodge Knights 
of Pythias of the World.....XXX., 382 


Stoughton vs. Manufacturers’ 
atural Gas. Co XXIV., 638 


Stowell vs. Greenwich Ins. 
of City of New York..... os se 865 


Straker vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. et 
Gh csccccus pebaevanbasenaa «XXVIII., 143 


Stramback vs. Fidelity Mut. 
Life Ins. Co. of Phila.....XXXIV., 


Strause et al. vs. Palatine Ins. 
Co ones 


» 959 


444 


XXX., 553 


Strauss vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ass’n..... eee ctvcdhaedas, 160 


Strauss vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ass’n..... . XXX., 818 


XXXI., 531 
Strauss et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co..XXVI., 676 
Stringham vs. Dillon et al.....XXXI., 1072 
Stringham vs. Mutual Life 

Ins. Co. of New York......XXXIII., 
Strouse et al. vs. American 

Credit Indemnity Co. of N.Y. 

—American Credit Indemnity 

Co. of N. ¥. vs. Strouse et al.XXIX., 980 
Strunk vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co XXIII., 477 
Stuart vs. Insurance Companies.XXX., 943 
Stuart et al. vs. Sutcliffe et al 3 
Succession of Brownlee . 
Succession of Johnson ........XXXIV., 1056 


Succession of Miller vs. Man- 
battan Life Ins. Co. et al..XXXII., 865 


Suess et ux. vs. Imperial Life 
Senne 


eeeeeeee wee 


—— vs. Union Cent. Life Ins. 


463 


Ins. Co. 


Sullivan vs. Germania Life Ins. Co. aay. 412 
Sullivan vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co.XXV., 705 


Sullivan vs. 


Metr ropolitan Life 
XXXVI. 


Sullivan vs. 
Ins. Co, 


Sullivan vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 
Of AMETCRscce cee coe ccctddedles 


Sullivan et al. vs. Connecticut 
Indemnity Ass’n 


Summerfield vs. North British & 
Mercantile Ins. Co 


Summerfield vs.Phenix Assur.Co.XXVI., 640 
Summers vs. Des Moines Ins. Co.XXXI., 95 
Summitt vs. United States 
Life Ins. Co ++. XXIII, 
Sun Fire Office vs. Clark et al 
Sun Fire Office vs. Ermentrout.... 
Sun Fire Office vs. Fraser et al... 
Sun Fire Office vs. Wich 
Sun Ins. Co. vs. Greenville Build. 
ing and Loan Ass’n, No. 2 
Sun Ins. Co. vs. The Hope 
Sun Ins. Office vs. Varble 


Sun Ins. Office of London vs. 
Weer ccriasaedenes eeeeee M&VIII., 845 
Sun Insurance Office of London 
vs. seceees MIX. 844 


» 314 
239 


620 


-XXI.,1055 
-XXVI., 831 


Index of Cases Reported. 


Su 
563 


1175 


in Life Ins. Co. vs. United 
quate Fidelity & Guaranty 
Wi cccy cncceces cece. soctce 


Sun Life Ins. Co. of America vs. 


XXL, 


44 


81 


XXXIV., 960 


XI., 880 


Supreme Forest of Woodmen 

Circle vs. Stratton.. . XXXIIL, 
Supreme Lodge Knights and La- 

dies of Columbia vs. Apman. XXXVI., 
Supreme Lodge Knights and La- 

dies of Honor vs. Johnson..XXXVI., 
Supreme Jato Knights & La- 

dies of onor vs. Menk- 

hausen et al...........+..-XRSIIL, 
Supreme ge Knights of Honor 

vs. Dalb XXI., 672 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Honor 

WB. FReCeRSP. cccccce coccce codkdbaeg OT 
Supreme <a Knights of Honor. 

vs. K XXVI., 413 
Supreme Lodge Es FP, 

TORGIF viccese. cee 162 
Supreme Lodge K. P. 8 

Hunziker sencsanabanntes ‘Tee 
Supreme Lodge Knights ‘ot Pyth- 

jas vs. Foster se eeeeeee mmm, 1056 
Supreme Lodge al ‘hts of P-: 

ias vs. Stein eevee -XXVI., 558 
Supreme Lodge. Knights o f Py- 

thias vs. Trebbe »XXVIII., 574 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Pyth- 

$a@ VO. WRB. .cce svccccccdsaaes OS 


XXVI., 695 
Sun Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Jones..... dnaae 
Sun Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Saginaw 
Barrel Co 
Sun Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Searles et al.XXV., 320 
Sun Mutual Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
Dudley et al.. cccccceccedban VEaies 
a Assembl Royal Soci- 
ety of Good Fellows vs. Mc- 
Ps iicrtvvecanhnedatcsneeds -XXVIIL., 
Supreme Conclave Improved Or- 
der of Heptasophs vs. Miles..XXX., 575 
Supreme Conclave Knights of 
Damon vs. Warwick.........XXIX., 670 
Supreme Council A. L. H. vs. 
. XXXIII., 406 
Supreme Council A. L. H. vs. 
Dai Sscase ésccocemeeeeeenes GIB 
Supreme Council American Le- 
gion of Honor vs. Adams et al.XXX., 189 
Supreme Council American Le- 
oe of Honor vs. Lyon et 
a 
Sop Council Catholic Benev. 
Legion vs. McGinness.—Mc- 
Ginness vs. Supreme Council 
Catholic Benev. Legion.....XXVIII., 303 
Sup’me Couneil Catholic Knights 
of America vs. Densford et al. XXIX., 669 
Supreme Council Catholic Knights 
of America vs. Franke 
Supreme Council Catholic Knights 
of America vs. Gambatti et 
Sup’me Council Catholic Knights 
of America vs, Winter’s 
coccce cocccedahaes 488 
Supreme Council K. E. W. vs. 
Heineman... .... ese oes =e 288 
Supreme Council of Royal A 
canum vs. Brashears »XXVIII., 751 
Supreme Council Royal Arca- 
num vs. Kacer et al.... ..XXXII., 96 
Supreme Council ~~ Arca- 
num vs. Pells.. ascee ecedhenaseines OFS 
Supreme Council Royal Arca. 
num et al. vs. Tracy XXVII., 435 
Supreme Court of Honor vs. 
pdegraff eaccee coccdhthaebales 40 
384 
960 
480 


vs. 
seeee - XXXIV.,, 


eeee wees 





1176 


Supreme Lodge Knights of Pyth- 

jas of the World vs. Beck....XXX., 722 
Supreme Lodge K. of P. of the 

World vs. Kalinski 44 
Sugeeme -—- K. of P. of the 

orld vs Malta et al.,..... XXIV., 801 

Supreme Lodge Knights of Pyth- 

ias of the World vs. Wilson....XXVI., 637 
Supreme Lodge of Bohemian Slav- 

onian K. & L. vs. Sern 

CE Blecccccer x 
Supreme Lodge of 

Daughters of Protection et 

al. vs. Underwood «-+- XXXII, 288 
Supreme Lodge Order of Mutual 

Protection vs. Dewey et al... XXXV., 575 
Supreme Lodge Order of Mu- 

tual Protection vs. Meister.XXXIII., 
Supreme Ruling of the Frater- 

= Mystic Cyete vs. Craw- 


191 


-XXXII., 1055 
Supreme Tent Knights of Mac- 

cabees of the World vs. 

King »XXXV., 577 
Survick vs. Valley Mutual Life 

Ass'n et al. . 
Susquehanna F.Ins.Co.vs.Mardorf.XXII., 239 
Sutherland vs. Standard Life & 

Accident Ins. Co - 
Svea Assur. Co. vs. Packham et al.XXX., 803 
Svea Ins. Co. et al. vs. Vicks- 

bers 8. & PP. By. OW ccvccce XXXVI., 807 
Swain et al. vs. Security Live. 

SEGUE BI, Dein ciscdccsesccssves aV., Fé 
Swank vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co. 

of Cedar Rapids, Iowa....XXXIV., 
Swenarengen vs. Hartford Fire 

Ins. Co. 
Swedish Mission Society of Min- 

neapolis vs. Lawrence et al.. 
Swans al. vs. Mutual Fire Ins. 


367 
+ 161 
-XXIX., 286 


XV., 730 
Swing vs. H. C. Akeley Lumber Co.XXV., 303 
Swing vs. Brister & Co. et al... XXXV., 223 
Swing vs. Cameron et al........XXXV., 736 
Swing vs. Hill et al. ..... ..... XXXV., 70 
Swing vs. Humbird et al.....XXXIV., 191 
Swing vs. Munson..... eoeesees XXVIII, 576 


Swing vs. River Lumber 

Mh. (eCSebaKCNe Cassese Se<es XXXVI., 982 
Swing vs. Rose et al. ......... XXXVI., 192 
Swing vs. Weston Lumber Co..XXXIV., 831 
Swing vs. Wurst. coctaawiet pecs ee aa 
Swing. Trustee, vs. Weston 

Lumber Co. .......0.+++++.RRRVI., 410 
Syndicate Ins. Co. vs. Catchings..X XIV., 447 
Tabbut vs. American Ins. Co...XXXIII., 522 


Tackman vs. _ Brotherhood of 
American Yeomen 


Talbott vs. Metropolitan Life 
Ins. Co. 


Red 


» 925 
Federal Match 
XXXVI., 660 
Tarbell et al. vs. Vermont Mat. Fire 
Ins. Co. 
Tarr vs. The Lydia A. Harvey...XXVII., 479 
Tate vs. Commercial B’ldg Ass’n.XXVIII., 671 
Tate vs. nee ™ Life Ins. 
Co.. ccccdkanins, S88 
Tatum et al. vs. "Niagara Fire 
Se TM GE GR. cvccccwcsessa XXXV., 902 
Taylor vs. General Acciden 
Assur. Corp., Limited 627 
95 


Taylor vs. Manhattan 
Ins. C 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


Taylor vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Ass’n et al....... ooo KM XVIIL, 584 
Taylor vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. 
Taylor vs. State Ins. Co XXVIIL., 
Taylor et al vs. Security ae 
Fire Ins. Co 
Tebo vs. Supreme Council “of 
Royal Arcanum.. cece 
Teeter vs. United ‘Lite Ins. 
BAP BR. ccvccvscsvevvcescdees XXVIILI., 
Tefft et al. vs. Providence-Wash- 
ington Ins. Co. 
Temperance Mutual Ben. Ass’n 
vs. Home Friendly Society 
of Baltimore, Md., et al....XXVIII., 8&8 
Temple vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co.XXX., 549 


Tepper vs. Supreme Council of 
ae Arcanum et al 


338 
261 
381 
673 


-X¥XXII., 


- XXXII, 


94 
, 180 


Ace. Ass'D. 683 


Tessmann vs. Supreme Command- 
of the United Friends of 
Michigan 
Teutonia Ins. Co. vs. wales et 
al. 282 
Teutonia Ins. Co. vs. Howell. +o+eXXIX., 356 
Thames & Mersey Marine Ins. 
Co. vs. O’Connell.. 
Thayer vs. Standard Life & Acc. 
Ins. Co 
Atlas Reduction Co. 
New Zealand Ins. Co.. 
The Iroquois.... ... 
The People, etc., ex rel. vs. Fidel- 
ity & Casualty Co 
The Scania Ins. Co. vs. Johnson.. 
erences Samana vs. The 


-XXVIII., 1000 


ee ee ee eee 


» XXVIII, 89 


The 
280 
479 


99 
525 


171 
756 
586 
847 


--XXV., 


Ins. Co 
Theunen vs. Iowa Mut. Ben.Ass’n.XXVI., 
Thomas vs. Cochran et al......XXVIII., 


Thomas vs. Fidelity & Casualty 


Co. coccec Re &RVI., 830 


128 


Thomas vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 
Co rr > 3) am 
Thomas vs. em Mut. 
Life Ins. Co.. 


Thomas vs. Prudential tie. Co 
Thomas vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 

OE America...c. cesses erry oo 4 
Thomas vs. Thomas et al 


aan vs. Caledonia Fire Ins. 


Thompson 
Ins. 


vs. 


Meanie vs. pera Mut. 
TRS. CO, ccccccccscccs soueee XXXVIL., 


Thompson ys. Security Trust & 
Life Ins. Co XXXI., 


Thompson vs. Traders’ Ins. Co..XXXI., 


Thompson vs. Travelers Ins. Co..XXXI., 
— vs. Travelers Ins. 


Thompson et al. vs. Commer- 
cial Union Assur. 

London, England 
Thomson vs. Southern Mut. Ins.Co..XXI.,1043 
Thornburg vs. Farmers’ Life 

Ass’n of Des Moines XXXIII., 
Tbornton vs. Security Ins. Co. XXXIl., 
Thornton vs. Travelers oti Co. 

—— =. Co. vs. Thorn- 

ton. eee coe coe 8 eo’ XXXL, 


967 
557 


34 





1907. ] 


Thorp ve. Cato et al. ...ccccce 
Thum vs. Wolstenholme....... 
Thuringia Ins. Co. vs. Mallott. 


Thurston vs. Burnett & Beaver- 
= Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 


-XXXVI., 286 
. XXIX., 699 
-XXXI., 163 


XXVII., 260 
Tibbits vs. Life 
Ins. oeee XXXII, 315 
Tice vs. Supreme Lodge K. P...XXXVI., 672 
Ticktin vs. Fidelity & Casualty 
Co. XXVII., 925 


Tierney et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co..XXIV., 602 


Tillis vs. Liverpool & London 

& Globe Ins. Co.. 
Tisdell vs, New Hampshire Fire 

Ins. C 
Todd, A 

Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. of 

Allegan and Ottawa Coun- 

CHEB ccce covcce voces covet Mmamliles 
Toomey vs. Supreme rn ob 

Knights of Pythias.... .» XXVIIL, 
Townsend vs. Greenwich. ‘Ins. 

Co. of New York and Blyth.XXXIL., 
Townsend et al. vs. Greenwich 

Ins. Co. and Blythe.......XXXII., 
Tozer vs. Ocean Accident S 

Guarantee Corp., Ltd., of 

London, England XXXIV., 655 
Trabue et al. vs. Dwelling-House 

Ins. Co , 529 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Cassell.....XXIX.,1051 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. E. D. Ed- 

wards Post No. 22, G. A. R..XXXV., 76 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Pecaud etal.XXIII., 624 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Race (on re- 

hearing) 
Traders’ Ins. Co, et al. vs. Race.... 
Traders’ Mut. pan Ins. betas vs. 

Johnson. . ‘ . 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. 


Mutual Ben. 


eee teow wee 


289 


835 
190 
953 


92 


-XXI., 363 


-XXXII., 222 


Brook 
<¢ -XXXII., 343 

XXX., 111 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Dunlap erence XXV., 604 
Travelers Ins. Co.vs. — i al.XXIII., 719 
Travelers Ins. Co. 

derson Cotton Mills” "XXXIV., 524 
Travelers Ins, Co. vs. Jones...XXXII., 1054 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Lampkin...XXIV., 295 
Travelers Ins. Go. vs. McCarthy....X XI., 235 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Melick. ....XXIV., 430 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Murray......X XI., 264 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Myers et 

al oooe MMIX., 804 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs.Nitterhouse.XXVI., 460 


Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Randolph, 

IE a oping cn gas aciiqeenedncs XXVI., 273 
Travelers Ins. Co, vs. Selden......XXVI., 704 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Sheppard.....X XI., 475 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Snowden...XXIV., 825 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. The Wild 

River Lumber Co 
Travelers Ins. 

ton. e 
Travelers Ins. - ‘ot Hartford 

vs. Brown. e »-XXXIIL., 
Travelers Ins. Co. of ‘Hartford, 

Ces Cs FOO, sks cecesscesn XXXV., 539 
Travelers’ Protective Ass'n 

America vs. Small 
Trebby vs. Western Ins. 

Pittsburg, 
ae vs. 


XXVII., 428 
.XXXIIL, 443 


285 


ares Life "Ins. 
o cept aeanbes 
Trinity College: vs. . Travelers Tns. 
Co XIIL., 


961 


53 
Triple Link Mut. Indemnity 


Ass’n vs. Williams......... XXVIII., 621 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1177 


= vs. ee Live- 
ck Ins. C 


XXIII., 603 
Trippe vs. poceuballa Fund SocietyXXIII., 387 


Tritschler vs. Keystone Mutual 
Benefit Ass’n 


Trustees St. Clara Academy vs. 


Northwestern Ins. Co XXVII., 383 
Tubb vs. Live 


1 & London & 

Globe Ins. Co..... -XxV., 365 
Tubbs vs. Mechanics’ Ins. Co...XXXV., 755 
Tucker vs. Colonial Fire Ins. 

Co. XXXIV., 969 


584 


XXVI., 693 


Tucker vs. Dairy Mut. Ins. Co. 
OF TABOR. cncacic, ccna cenocdeaie 


7 hg United Life ‘& Acc. Ins, 


mee oa Fidelity & Casualty Co.XXVI., 657 
Tutorship of the minors Henry 

and Adebert Crane XXIV., 560 
Twiss vs.Guaranty Life Ass’n etal.XXII., 539 
Tyblewski, Leon, & Andrew Ty- 

blewski vs. Svea Fire & Life 

Assur. Co. et al........000eeeuVe, G16 
Tyler vs. Ideal Ben. Ass’n....XXVIII., 477 
Ulmer vs. Phenix Fire Ins, Co. 

Ct Bloccecs ccccccce ccocccccedssashes 
Ulrich vs. Reinoehl et al 
Underwood et al. vs. Greenwich 

Ins. C oe ceccccccccccedalames 149 
Underwood Veneer Co. vs. Lon- 

don Guarantee & Acc. Co XXVII., 910 
Union Building Ass’n vs. Rock. 

ford Ins. Co -XXIIL, 615 
Union Casualty & Surety Co. vs. : 

B coos some, 862 


Union Casualty & Surety Co. vs. 
Harroll 


Union Casualty & Surety Co. vs 
Randolph, Executor 


Life Ins. 


oe 176 


EVE, 291 
Union Cent. b 
Berli XXIX., 972 
Union Cent. Life Ins. i‘ b 
Buxer.. ... dcececceccedvanaianey OEP 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Caldwell coccsccosdeanaeeg @& 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 
i XXVI., 269 


Life Ins. 


Union Cent. ~ We 

Fo: odeccededbaney OED 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Hilliard et al......... cccccccm mame, 333 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Hook. .cccce XXIX., 646 
Union Cent. Life Ins. vs. 

Hughes’ Adm’r...... caecess (ones am 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs 

Lee 171 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co, vs. 

MOCelARd. vccce cccsce coccecdsalanes GOS 
Unies. Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 


Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Smith et al 

Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. 
United States ene. "“’ 
Guaranty Co.. e 


Z . -XXXIII., 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 


808 
+ 151 
Union Fraternal League vs. Wal- 

TOM. cc ceee ovceeeK RIX, 1055 
Union Guaranty & Trust Co. vs. 

Robinson 
Union Ins. Co. - Lincoln vs. 

McCullough... ... . 66 vedas 
a, Life _ “Co. vs. Jame- 


960 


672 
235 


956 


-XXXIL., 
vs. Parker. XXXIL., 


vs. Riggs 
XXXII, 


oie, Life Ins. Co. | 
Dales — Ins. Co. 





1178 


Union Life Ins. Co. of Omaha 
vs. -XXVIIl., 8 
Union Mut.Acc, Ass'n vs. Frohard.XXVI., 361 


Union Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Ad- 
er 


. XXXIV., 
Union Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Payne et Al...sscsees soveeeedmm es, 454 


Union. Moptienal Bank vs. German 


Union “Notional Bank vs. Manhat- 
tan Life Ins. eorcevccccese 
Union National Bank of New 
Orleans vs. Manhattan Life 
Ee eee cessccocccen steele, OO 
United Ben. Soc. of America vs. 
c0bes cbesesmeaeeene Oat 
United Brothers of Wetapeintp 
vs. Haymon.. pe mee. - mY 
United Firemen’s : ‘Ins. ‘Co. vs. 


477 


500 

United Life Ins. Co. vs. Spinks. XXXVI., 913 

United Security Life Ins. 
Trust Co. vs. Ritchey 


—— 7 vs. American To- 


United States peeing Co. vs. 
Bagley et al 
United States Casualty Co. 
Kacer et al. 
United States Credit System vs. 
Robertson et al 
U. 8. Fidelity & Guaranty Co 
vs. Blackly, Hurst & Co.. .XXXIIL, 
United States " Fidelity & Guar- 
anty Co. vs. Des Moines Nat. 
Bank 
8S. Fidelity & Guaranty Co. 
Ws ED hsm wien, onenes XXXVI., 279 
United States Fidelity & 
& Guaranty Co. vs. Line- 
han, Insurance Commis- 
BIOMEP 2... seers ° -XXXIII., 1023 
U. > Fidelity & Guaranty Co. 
State ex rel. Smith ....XXXVI., 575 
United States Fidelity & Guar- 
anty Co. et al. vs. Fultz....XXXV., 149 
United States Life Ins, Co. vs. Koss.XXV., 260 
ae ee Life Ins. Co. vs. 


United States Mut. Acc. Ass’n 
vs. Hubbell 


United States Mutual Accident 

Ass’n vs. Mueller 
United Underwriters’ Ins. 

et al. vs. Powell et al . 
Universal Life Ins. Co. vs. Devore..XXI., 337 


Urwan vs. Northwestern Nat. 
Life Ins. Co. 
Vancura vs. Zapadni Cesko Bra- 
trska Zednota . XXXVI, 


Vandervolgen vs. Manchester 
Fire Assur. Co.........0.. evoke 


Van Frank et al. vs. United States 
Masonic Ben. Ass’n 


Vankirk vs. Citizens’ Ins, Co 
Van Norman vs. Modern Broth- 

erhood of America , 640 
Vanormer vs. Hornberger etal...XXIII., 66 
Van Werden vs. Equitable Life...XXVI., 269 
Vergeront vs. German Ins, Co....XXIII., 236 
Vernon Ins. & Trust Co. vs. 

Maitlen xeece ante Oe 
Vesey et al. vs. Commercial 

Union Assur. Co., Ltd., of 

London, England ..... ...XXXIV., 396 
Village of L’Anse vs. Fire Ass’n 

of Philadelphia..... XXVIII., 369 
Vincent vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n ° “9 3 
Virgin vs. Warwick et al XXXII, 957 


- RENE. 849 
XXIII., 717 
162 


U. 


XXVIII., 412 
XXVII., 286 


727 
793 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co. 
vs. Sundry Ins. CoB.....+++.+&& dy 785 
Vir 


nia F. 6m. Ins, Co. vs. 
Virginia F. a M. 


non et XXVII., 741 
Richmond Mica Co... 


eee *\.XXXIIL., 361 


Virginia F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 
Saund 


XXVI., 396 
-XXXVI., 287 


XXII., 192 


Vogt Machine Co. vs. Felser.. 


Voorheis vs. People’s Mut. Ben. 
Society 

Vorse vs. Jersey Plate Glass 
Ins. Co -- XXXII, 359 


XXVIII, 185 


Voss et al. vs. Connecticut Mut. 
Life Ins. Co..... S84 
Wadhams et al. 


Voss vs. Connecticut Mut, Lite 
Ins. Co 


vs. Western 


Wager vs. Providence Ins. Co— 


rovidence Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
Morse et al.. 


Waldron vs. Home Mut. Ins. Co.XXVII., 
— vs. American Central Ins. 


Walker vB. Giddings 

Walker vs. Western areata 
ers’ Ass'n 

Walker, Stratman & Co. 
Black 

Wallace vs. Mutual Ben. Life 
Ins. Co. et al. . 

Walls vs. Home Ins. Co. of N. 

eevcee cco eXXXII., 


=m , Assignee, vs.Pheenix Ins. 


* XXXVI, 565 


535 
833 


eeeee cee eee 


81 
wane vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co 
Ward vs. Metropolitan Life Ins.Co.XXV., 325 
Ward vs. National Fire Ins. Co...XXVI., 636 


Ward vs. Pennsylvania Fire 
Ins. Co coe ceccedmamael les 
Ward vs. Tucker 
Ward et al. vs. 
than Lodge No. 1976, 
0. O. F. in America 
Ward et al. vs. Maryland Casu- 
alty Co ° XXI., 551 
Warmeastle vs. Scottish Union 
& National Ins. Co..........XXXI., 258 
Warner vs. National Life Ass’n...XXVI., 345 
Warner vs Schoharie & Schenec- 
tady County Farmers’ Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co 
Warner vs. United States Mut. 
Accident Ass'n 
Warner Moore & Co. vs. West- 
ern Assur. Co. 721 
Wasey vs. Travelers Ins. Co.....XXX., 522 
Washburn vs. Union Cent. Life 
Ins. Co. 
Washburn-Halligan Coffee 
vs. Merchants’ Brick Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co 
Washburn Mill Co. vs. FirejAss’n 
of Philadelphia XXIV., 292 
Washburn & Moen Mfg. Co., 
Petitioner, vs. Reliance Ma- 
rine Ins. Co. a 
Washburn & Moen Mfg. Co. 
Reliance Marine Ins Co 


470 


David & Jona- 
G. U 
I., 828 


-XXXIV., 1019 


97 
:.XXIV., 480 





1907.] 


Washington Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Barwald... o10 ccs coe cocdkmallse, B14 
SOU cccs oe - XMBIIL, 286 
=e Life Ins.Co, vs. Lane 

Ritavecnvacinaduqativabewadean XXVI., 174 


Wea Life Ins. Co. vs. 
EPMO. GE Ge. accccccececccsdamaVes 


Washington Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Miles et al....... spans agen 260 


Washington Life Ins. Co. of N. 
Y. vs. Menefee’s Ex’ oe eccceeem IX, 118 


Washington Nat. Bank vs. Smith 
etal., ete 
Waterbury vs. Dakota Fire & Ma- 
rine Ins. Co 
Waters vs. Security Life & An- 
nuity Co. -XXXVI., 6738 
Waters vs. Supreme Conclave 
Knights of Damon.........XXVIII., 157 


Watertown Fire Ins. Co. vs. Rust...X XI.,1053 
Watson vs. Travelers Ins. Co...XXXVI., 79 


Watts vs. uitable Mut. Life 
Ass’n of Waterloo...........XXIX., 495 


Waukau Milling Co. et al. vs. 
Citizens’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co. 
CE GD. peredcwcctcccescosvers XXXVI., 


wen? vs. Abington “Mut. Fire Ins. 


131 


14 


119 


Way * vs. Union Central Life Ins. 


CB Abo ccccese coccce coves XI., 96 
Waycott vs. Metropolitan Life 
Sk Seas de catsanseaawanninideits XXII., 399 
Weatherbee vs. New York Life 
BR. GBeccsescs ceecee cosces XXX., 947 


Weaver vs. Wé@aver....... . - XXIX., 192 
Weber vs. Supremé Tent Knights 

of Maccabees of the World.XXXII., 95 
Webster vs. Ferguson et al... XXXIV., 382 


‘Webster et al. vs. Dwelling-House 
Ins. Co 


Weed vs. Hamburg-Bremen Fire 
TR, Gi cnadnenadicsmnccacngieninas -XXI., 577 


Weed et al. vs. Cuming..........XXX., 575 


Wehle ect al. vs. United States 
py eae XXVI., 817 


Weiberg vs. Minnesota Scandi- 
navian Relief Ass’n........... XXVII., 906 


Weidner vs. Standard Life & 
Aectiant Be. GR ockscccces XXXVI., 


ee vs. Council Bluffs Ins. 


242 


XXVII., 260 
Weil, Adm., vs. New York Life 

Ins. Co 
Weimer vs. Economic Life Ass’n 

of Olinton..... on +++ XXVIII, -659 
Weinfeld vs. Mutual Reserve 

SE BD AE is nnen cocrsnciasne XXII., 474 
Weinschenk vs. AStna Life Ins. exe 


Meese cece oeee eee XXXII, 
Welch vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila- 
261 
735 


re steel 
Welch vs. Union Cent. aie Ins. e 


eee 


XI, 


» 169 
Wells vs. Sioa Life Ins. Co..XXXI., 398 
Ween vs. London Assur. Corpora- 90 


wean vs. Property Mut. Ins. 
Ass’n of Waterloo .......... XXXV., 115 


Wertheimer-Swartz Shoe Co. 
vs. U. 8S. Casualty Co.....XXXIII., 95 


West vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co.XXXI., 668 


‘West vs. Norwich Union Fire 
Tnsurance Society.............. XXIV., 367 


Index of Cases Reported. 


1179 


wa cena Lumbermen’s Ex- 


= -XXVII., 305 
ste, Wess et tal vs. British-America 


Weetebaster Fire Ins. Co. vs. Cov- 
iat cu dgucacecaconescenmnanee 


XXI., 530 
Weesennanne Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
VOTUAIC.... ceececes eovecem ml mey 190 


weno Fire Ins. Co. vs. 


‘cunmana Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Wagner et al 


Westchester Fire Ins. 
Wagner & Chabot 
West Coast Lumber Co. vs. State 
Investment & Ins. Co........... XXII, 681 


West End Hotel & Land Co. vs. 
American Fire Ins. Co.......... XXV., 854 


Westenhaver et al. vs. German 
American Ins, Co............-XXX., 314 


Westerfield et al. vs. New York 
Life Ins. ecceceescccedeuanens OSS 


Western Assur. Co.ys. Altheimer 
Bros.—Imp. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Wivctecacasaccaccouccnansaued XXITI., 513 


Western Assur. Co, vs. Ferrell..XXXV., 314: 


Western Assur. Co. vs. Hall 
BOOMS vices  cecese. cccendesmenn tin Daee 


Western Assur. Co. vs. Hall et al...XXV., 874 
Western Assur. Co. vs. Kemendo.XXX., 402 


Western Assur. Co. vs. Patrick 
Mie TORN is cadsnnidamenie nas XXVII., 187 


Western Assur.Co.vs.McGlathery.XXVI., 832 


Western Assur. Co. vs. J. H. 
SEE Gs ccnccvcccntcecaus XXVII., 392 


Western Assur. Co. vs. RayetalXXVIII., 326 
Western Assur. Co. vs. Williams..XXVI., 338 
Western Assur. Co., of Toronto, 


vs. Hall et al....... eceeeeM&VIIL, 349 
Western Assur. Co. of Toronto 

WE: PRB ccc cciccn 006000 ccmeeeg ORO 
Western Assur. Co. of Toronto, 

Canada, vs. Decker......... -XXIX., 312 
Western Commercial Travelers’ 

Ass’n vs, Smith..........-.... XXVII., 530° 
Western Home Ins. Co. vs. Rich- 

Si ovicn citi acid nddacnaaeadans XXIIL., 501 


Western Home Ins. Co. vs. Thorp. XXII., 292 
Western Refrigerator Co. vs. 


American Casualt; y Insur- 

ance and Security Co.......... XXIII., 640 
Western Travelers’ Acc. Ass'n 

vs. Holbrook..... .... ....-XXAI., 840 
Western Travelers’ Accident 

Ass’n vs. Holbrook... .- XXXII, 714 
Western Travelers’ Acc. Ass’n 

vs. Tomson .... ..++ o++-XXAIV., 236 
Western Travelers’ Acc, Ass’n, 

Inc., vs. Tomson et al....XXXIV., 995 
Western Ass’n, 


Underwrpers’ 
Inc., vs. Hankins ..........XXXV., 378 


Western & Atlantic aie Lines vs. 
pS er ae XXI., 24 
738 


Western & Southern Life Ins. 
Co. vs. Galvin et al.........XXXI., 
Westfield Cigar Co. vs. Ins. Cos....XXV., 521 
West Jersey Title & Guaranty Co. 
WE CRE a dnc cnecccdéscccsoevessss XXI., 672 
-XXVIII., 847 


pinsees bsccce bee seecceeneeanes OO 
Wheeler vs. Fidelity & Casualty 
Ci, OE We He ccdecetacccueve XXXVI.,1036 


Wheeler vs. Real Estate Title Ins. 
& Trust Co 


Wh.eland vs. Atwood.... 
Wheeler vs. Equitable Trust 


Wheeler vs. Supreme Sitting of 
Order of Iron Hall.............. XXVI., 459 


Wheeler vs. United States Cas- 
ualty Co...... ++-XXXIII., 382° 





1180 


Wheeler 
Casu: 


United States 


vs. 


0. seeee 


wage vs. Supreme cone 
oO. F. -XXKXIII., 478 


White vs. Brotherhood ‘of 

American Yeomen... .....XXXIIL, 863 
White vs. McPeck ...........XXXIII., 1054 
White vs. Phenix Ins. Co XXITI., 869 


White vs. Provident Savings Life 
Assur. Society 


White vs. Royal Ins. Co 
White vs. Western Assur. Co 
wage et al. vs. Home Mut. Ins. 


Cees wee eee Fee eee eeeee 


-XXXIV., 279 


XXV., 699 
XXII., 305 


XXIX., 905 
White et al. vs. Insurance Cos.XXVIII., 557 
Whitehouse vs. Cargill XXV., 640 
Whitfield vs. ADtna Life Ins. 

Co 78 


.. -XXXIIL, 
‘ XXXV., 321 
Whitfield, etc., 
Go. 


Life Ins. 

AMtna Life : 
Ins. XXXVI., 554 
Whiting vs. Burkhardt et al......XXX., 666 
eee vs. Fidelity & Casualty 


tna 


Whitfield vs. 
Co 


eeeee eeeee 


vs. 


‘Whitmore et al.vs.SupremeLodge 
Knights & Ladies of Honor.... 
awe vs. American Ins, Co. 


XXVL., 514 


Whitney vs. prem Ins. 
CE. Gloscosses 

Whitney vs. 
Acc. Ass’n 


~ 


Acc. A 
Whitten vs. aioe England Live. 

stock Ins. Co % 
Wholley vs. Western Assur. Co.XXVIII., 1029 
Wichman vs. Metropolitan Life 

Ms. GO. icccvecavenvessncnnteele ics 
Wicking et al. vs. Citizens’ 

Mut. Fire Ins. Co..........X XVIII, 
Widaman vs. Hubbard XXVIIL., 
Wilber et al. vs. Sup. Lodge of 

N. E. Order of Tee. 

et al. 

‘Wilcox vs. Continental ‘Ins. Co.. ty 599 
Wilcox vs. Equitable Life As- 

sur. Society of U. 8..... ..XXXIIL, 318 
wae Bien Lumber Co. vs. Royal 

Ms: TE on sewocccenesseuses . XXXV., 824 
Wildberger vs.Hartford Fire Ins. 


95 


230 
94 


, 426 

Wildey cay Co. vs. 

pard » 186 
Wilhelim vs. Des Moines Ins. Co. “XXII, "871 
Wilhelmi vs. Des Moines Ins.Co..X XVI., 271 
Wilkinson vs. John Hancock 

Mut. Life Ins. Co.........XXXIV., 846 
‘Willey vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co.XXVI., 713 
‘Williams vs. Hartford Ins. Co XXIV., 150 
‘Williams vs. Maine State Relief 

A XXVI., 832 


Ace, A 75 
Williams vs. U. 8. Fidelity & 

CUREEREY OO, cn csnccs ceccced XXXVI., 589 
Williams vs. United States Mutual 

Acc. A XXI., 609 
Williams vs. United States Mu- 

XXVI., 639 

Williams et al. vs. United Reserve 

Fund Associates 


i 
Williamson vs. the Hand in Hand 
Mut. Fire Ins. 


Insurance Law Journal. 


[Dec., 


Williamson vs. Liverpool & Lon- 
don & Globe Ins. Co........XXX., 8 

Williamson vs. em Fire & 

Marine Ins. XXIII., 113 
Williamson vs. Genin Ins. Co...XXVII., 590 
Williford vs. Aitna Life Ins. Co.XXXI., 923 
Willoughby et al. vs. St. Paul 

German Ins. Co. (Steffen, 

PTO Diccsacsvestcncasves XXVII., 252 
Willow Grove Creamery Co. vs 

Planters’ Mutual Ins. Co.....XXIII., 732 
Wilson vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co....XXV., 549 
Wilson vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. 

OO. crcece coccse cecces cedeaeaave, 470 
Wilson vs. Union Mut. Fire 

Ins. Co..... eoce coceK Rll, 995 
Wilson vs. aa Life Ins. 

Co. +, 943 

XXI., 858 

Wilton vs. New York Life Ins. 

COcccce coccee cee cee cocdkemmlsl., 388 
Windmuller et al. vs. The Thomas 

Melville et al XXVI., 173 
Winter vs. Supreme Lodge 

Knights of Pythias of the 

World..... eoeece: 06 °xxxmt., 
va Central Railway Co. 

. Phoenix Ins. Co., et al. oeREI.. 1054 
wannate Cent. Ry. Co. vs. 

Phenix Ins. Co. 

ford, Conn. 

Wisconsin Nat. Loan & Build- 
ing Association vs. Web- 
ster et al...... ee 

Wist vs. Grand Lodge A. 0. U. W.XXIL., 

Wolcott vs. State Farmers’ 

Be. SOR, OB.. nes cceeaosses XXXVL., 
Wolcott vs. State Farmers’ 

Mut. Ins. Co. XXXVI., 
Wolf vs. District Grand Lodge 

No. 6, I. 0. B. B. 

Wolf vs. Theresa Village Mut. 
Fire Ins. Seece ccce 
Wolf, Administrator, vs. Dwell. 

ing-House Ins. Co 

——— et al. vs. Western Assur. 


a Drug Co. vs. Phenix Assur. 
‘0 


XXIV., 405 


220 
167 


510 
954 

XXIV., 198 
-XXXIIL, 139 
XXVII., 932 


-XXVI., 877 


Wolverine Lumber Co., Ltd., 
vs. Palatine Ins. Co, of 
London, England ..........XXXIV., 


Wolverine Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. 
Phenix Ins. Co. ...........XXXVL, 
Wood vs. Farmers’ Life Ass’n..XXXII., 


Wood vs. Massachusetts Mut. 
Acc. Ass’ 


Wood vs. Standard “Mut. Live- 
stock Ins. Co 


Wood et al. vs. Cascade Fire & 
Marine Ins. C XXVI., 169 


Woodard et al, vs. German- 
American Ins. Co. ..........XXXV., 393 
Wertese of the ee vs. Gilli- 
XXI., 302 
, 893 
Woodmen’s Acc. 
Bye. ...00 covcccs cove oe 
Woody’s Adm’r vs. Schaaf et al. XXXVI., 768 
Woolford vs. Phenix Ins. Co....XXXV., 316 
Ins. © ie -XXXII., 861 
Worley vs. State Ins. Co. ‘of Des 
XXIII., 580 


458 


116 
958 


894 
554 


Woodmen ‘ot the World vs. Wal- 
FEAMATICOR 2ccce cece ecvccdmmeve, O86 
Home Fire Ins. Co........XXVIII., 


land. eccces covcce ove 
ters 
183 
Woodmen’s Accident Ass’n vs. 
Woodside et ux. vs. Canton Ins. 
flice : XXVII., 476 
Worachek vs. New Denmark 
569 
Work vs. American Mut. Life 
Moines 





1907.] Index of Cases Reported. 1181 


Wrather et al. vs. Stacy........XXXV., 67 Younghoe vs. Grain Shippers’ 
Wright vs. Mutual Benefit Life Mut. Fire Ins. Ass’n ......XXXIV., 454 
BSD. ....----------- 222-202-208 XXVI., 270 youth’s Temple of Honor et al. 

wae vs. Supreme Commandery vs. Laddy et al................. XXVII., 936 
of Golden Rule..............--.-+: XXI., 950 Zalesky vs. Home Ins. Co........ XXVII., 517 

Wright vs. Vermont Life Ins. Co...XXV., 238 Zalesky vs. Iowa State Ins. Co...XXVII., 156 

wie soe 3S avr _ Zearfoss vs. Switchmen’s Union.XXXVI., 927 
Co. et al..... eeeccecsesveesM&MlII., 542 Zell vs. Herman Farmers’ Mut. 

Wunderlich et al. vs. Palatine Ins. C0.........------- ape ae XXVI., 364 
Fire Ins. Co. et al...cccccoceR&l&e, 26 Zimeriski vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co.XXI., 818 

Wyandotte Brewing Co, vs. Hart- Zimmer vs. Central Accident 


ford FB. Ine. Cd. .ccccccccccscdsmmamVes 100 Ins. Co.... 2. ese eee oe+XXXIII., 333 
Yancey vs. Aetna Life Ins. Co.XXVIII., 920 Zimmerman, Jr., vs. Supreme 
Yates vs. Thomason et al. ....XXXVI., 880 Tent of Knights of the Mac- 


York vs. Railway Officiais’ & Em- cabees of the World ....... XXXVI., 470 
ployees’ Acc. Ass’n......+..-XXXI., 686 Zimmermann vs.Dwelling-House 
Yost vs. McKee et al............... XXVI., 716 BBR. OO... cc cone cccccccccscceseces XXVI., 77 
Young vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co..XXII., 440 Zinn et al. vs. Germantown 
Young vs. St. Paul Fire Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. et 
& Marine Ins. Co..........-XXXIII., 686 Ge eevssuse wee Sess eeses XXXVI., 567 





